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ABSTRACT
Mays, Thomas Anthony. M.S., Department of Economics, Wright State University, 2003. 
Inventing Flight: Economic impacts of heritage tourism and the National Park Service in 
Dayton, Ohio, as part of the Wright State University Inventing Flight Visitors Survey, 
July 3-20
Originally established in 1989 as the 2003 Committee, the Inventing Flight 
Committee was formed to honor the accomplishments of the Wright Brothers through 
leading the planning and implementation of the 2003 Inventing Flight Celebrations.1 
Inventing Flight’s efforts will realize a lasting legacy, including long term economic 
impacts in the Dayton region from increases in heritage awareness, improvements in 
infrastructure, and the arrival of the National Park Service.
Without Inventing Flight, it is unlikely that the Dayton area would have been 
given the attention necessary to receive designation as a National Historic Park. This 
designation has and will continue to attract federal funding, increase tourism, and 
leverage infrastructure improvements from private funds. Although one ex ante impact 
estimate of the Dayton Aviation Heritage National Historic Park (DAHNHP) was based 
on attendance assumptions not reflective of realistic short and medium-term growth 
estimates, attendance could continue to rise as economic conditions improve, and the 
National Historic Park designation could create long-term positive economic benefits for 
the Dayton regional economy.
Based on responses from the WSU Inventing Flight Survey, Inventing Flight 
visitors who planned to visit the heritage parks tended to be older, with higher planned
expenditures, smaller group sizes, and similar overall experiences when compared to 
non-park visitors. Park visitors gave higher scores to the success of Inventing Flight in 
increasing aviation awareness, placing Dayton on the map, and projecting Dayton as a 
high technology area. Although Inventing Flight has attained several accomplishments in 
terms of the National Historic Park, continued marketing efforts should be implemented 
to capitalize on the potential for increased tourism and continued positive economic 
benefits.
Economic impact calculations were prepared for both historic DAHNHP 
attendance from 1994 to 2003 and projected attendance through 2010. The estimates are 
based on the expenditures of non-resident overnight park visitors, which are defined as 
visitors residing outside of the Dayton MSA region who choose to stay in a hotel during 
their visit to the DAHNHP areas. Using the RIMS II methodology, the cumulative total 
economic impact from 1994 to 2003 is estimated at $4.85 million. About $1.09 million of 
the economic impact occurred in 2003. The sizes of future economic impacts of the 
DAHNHP will depend largely on the growth rate of the number of non-resident overnight 
park visitors. In order to provide a range of estimates, several growth rates for attendance 
are used to calculate the economic impacts. The growth rates applied in the economic 
impact calculations include 2.5%, 5%, 10%, and 30%, with the 5% and 10% rates 
considered more realistic for short term growth. From 2004 to 2010, the projected 
cumulative total economic impact estimates due to expenditures of non-resident 
overnight park visitors range from $4.28 million at 5% growth to $5.47 million at 10% 
growth.
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I. INTRODUCTION
The 2003 Inventing Flight Celebration represented the culmination of the efforts 
and activities of many organizations. The Inventing Flight Committee, originally 
established in 1989 as the 2003 Committee, had primary responsibility for coordinating, 
planning, and implementing the Dayton, Ohio area contribution to the 2003 celebration of 
the invention of flight. Tony Sculimbrene, Executive Director of the Dayton Aviation 
Heritage Commission, and Lawrence Blake, Superintendent of the Dayton Aviation 
Heritage National Historic Park, have stated that the impacts of Inventing Flight and the 
supporting infrastructure improvements reach beyond the direct economic impacts from 
the celebration activities in July 2003. The positive economic benefits include increased 
civic pride, structural improvements within certain neighborhoods and the arrival of the 
National Park Service. The regional and national press coverage of local Inventing Flight 
events served as advertising for the Dayton area and its attractions. Sculimbrene also 
states that the model used to organize the planning of the festivities demonstrates that a 
wide variety of local organizations can successfully and synergistically cooperate on 
public projects. The model of successful cooperation has the potential to serve an 
important legacy effect to the region.
Inventing Flight had a central role in the designation of the Dayton Aviation 
Heritage National Historic Park (DAHNHP). The activities of the Inventing Flight 
Committee have led to an atmosphere conducive to future economic growth through,
1
among other sources, heritage tourism. Although not considered a direct impact resulting 
from the activities of the Inventing Flight Celebrations, the expected dynamic impact of 
historic preservation and heritage tourism is too great to ignore. However, the longevity 
of these benefits in addition to questions regarding further tourism growth should be of 
concern.
Many of the long term and embedded effects can be very difficult to quantify. In 
addition, the close cooperation between the Inventing Flight Committee and the other 
contributing organizations makes it difficult to identify the primary causes of specific 
infrastructure investments. Inventing Flight began operations in 1989, and has led many 
of the changes that have occurred over the past several years. It is also one of the most 
visible of the organizations related to the Centennial Flight Celebration in Dayton. Many 
of the dynamic effects of the celebration can be attributed in some form to the actions of 
Inventing Flight.
The DAHNHP is not only a national park, it is a representation of the historic 
contributions of Orville and Wilbur Wright and of Paul Lawrence Dunbar. This report 
will explore the economic impact of heritage tourism, historic preservation, and the 
national park system. Several cases will be presented and the development and structure 
of the DAHNHP will be described. Documenting the long term legacy impacts of 
Inventing Flight will help determine its overall effectiveness. Not only is it the purpose 
of this report to examine the long term economic impact of the DAHNHP, but also to 
provide evidence of a change in attitudes towards the Dayton region, leading to an 
improved image. Both successful marketing efforts and positive visitor experiences will 
help to illustrate these benefits.
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The Wright State University (WSU) Inventing Flight Survey was conducted to 
collect both objective and subjective data, including demographics, expenditures, and 
experiences. The integration of the subjective and objective data is what separates the 
WSU study from previous Inventing Flight and DAHNHP economic analyses. This data 
is used in determining the degree of success Inventing Flight in changing visitor’s 
attitudes towards Dayton, which was one of the Inventing Flight Committee’s goals.
Two approaches to estimating the regional economic impact of Inventing Flight 
with respect to visitors to the DAHNHP will be presented. Both approaches use 
multipliers to estimate the total economic impact from visitor expenditures at the 
DAHNHP areas. Although both approaches rely on short-run multiplier analysis, the 
methodologies have several differences, specifically with regard to the type and source of 
multipliers used in calculations and the estimated expenditures. The first approach 
utilizes the WSU Inventing Flight Survey data in conjunction with the RIMS II 
multipliers provided by the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic 
Analysis. The second approach uses techniques employed by Michigan State University 
to estimate the economic impact of individual parks in the National Park Service.
This report begins in Section I with an introduction and a discussion of the 
purpose of the study. Section II presents several case studies of the successful 
implementation of historic preservation projects and their related economic impacts. 
Section III gives a brief overview of the Wright Brothers’ accomplishments and discusses 
each of the four DAHNHP areas. Section IV reports the results of the W SU Inventing 
Flight Survey, presenting a visitor profile, expenditure data, and responses to subjective 
questions. The economic impacts of the DAHNHP are presented in Section V, including
3
expenditures on infrastructure improvements, estimates from economic impact 
methodologies, and the results of marketing efforts. Section VI provides an overview of 
National Aviation Heritage Area Designation, which could represent a marked economic 
impact if it were to reach fruition. Finally, a summary and several recommendations are 
presented in Section VII.
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II HISTORIC PRESERVATION AND HERITAGE TOURISM
Several states have embarked on historic preservation programs to attract heritage 
tourists. In these states, separate offices and organizations have been created to market 
the states to potential tourists and observe the resulting economic impacts. Inventing 
Flight has created an educational experience for many individuals throughout the Dayton 
region as well as the rest of the country, specifically with regard to aviation enthusiasts. 
The preservation activities that have occurred in the Wright Dunbar Village, in addition 
to the arrival and subsequent growth of the National Park Service, are due in large part to 
the efforts of Inventing Flight and the numerous other organizations involved in the July 
2003 celebrations.
The following cases provide examples in which communities, governments and 
organizations have successfully implemented heritage preservation programs. These 
cases demonstrate how historically significant structures, people, and facts can be 
transformed into visitor attractions. Although each case has its unique circumstances, 
they demonstrate that preservation activities can lead to positive economic benefits by 
encouraging heritage tourism.
SOUTH CAROLINA
South Carolina claims significant economic benefits from heritage tourism, which 
has been made possible through historic preservation projects. Smiling Faces Historic
5
Places, a report by Chad Lenox and Jennifer Revels for the South Carolina State Historic 
Preservation Office, states that historic preservation in South Carolina creates 400 direct 
jobs and 369 indirect jobs per year. In addition, preservation activities prompt heritage 
tourism, accounting for $325.6 million in direct spending annually and the creation of 
9,097 direct jobs. The report recognizes downtown revitalizations as another sizeable 
benefit. Lenox and Revels estimate that between 1984 and 2000, total investment in 
downtown areas equaled $375 million, leading to the creation of 6,153 direct jobs.3 
Lenox and Revels state five major conclusions.
1. Historic preservation activities create jobs.
2. Historic preservation increases property values.
3. Heritage preservation is the vehicle for heritage tourism.
4. Historic preservation has spurred downtown revitalization.
5. Historic preservation is an economic force in South Carolina. 4 
Lenox and Revels also report that property values have increased in areas
surrounding preservation projects. In Anderson, houses in historic districts are worth 
36% more than similar homes in comparable areas. In Beaufort, home sale prices are 
21% higher in historic districts than in similar areas outside of the district. Comparable 
results have been observed in Sumter (17% higher) and Summerville (23% higher).5
FLORIDA
Florida has reported even greater results with historic preservation projects. The 
Economic Impacts o f Historic Preservation in Florida, a study conducted by the 
University of Florida, estimates that in 2000, heritage preservation and tourism was
6
responsible for the creation of 123,242 jobs. Using multipliers, income was calculated at 
$2,766 billion and total tax revenue at $1,254 billion, of which $657 million was in state 
and local taxes. In addition, in-state wealth generation was $4,672 billion. While historic 
preservation activities cost $350 million, heritage tourism resulted in spending of $3,721 
billion.6
State of Florida officials estimate that 60% to 70% of the cost of rehabilitation 
projects is in employment. From the $350 million spent in rehabilitation and 
preservation, 10,433 jobs were created, $317 million in income was generated, and $111 
million in taxes was collected. Of thel0,433 jobs created, 2,666 were construction, 2,107 
were services, and 1,700 were retail. Heritage tourism was responsible for $3,721 billion 
in revenue, $1,093 billion in taxes, and 107,607 jobs. The study maintains that much of 
the success is attributed to the creation of federal, state, and local partnerships involving 
government agencies and private lending institutions.
NEW JERSEY
New Jersey claims to have also observed a sizeable economic impact due to 
historic preservation projects and heritage tourism. A report by the Center for Urban 
Policy Research at Rutgers University states that from 1993 to 1995, 9.1 million heritage 
tourists visited New Jersey, including 4.1 million overnight visitors. For each year, there 
was an annual average of $432 million in direct spending by heritage tourists, $123 
million in historic rehabilitation expenditures, and $23 million in historic site and 
organization expenditures.
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The Center for Urban Policy Research used an input-output model developed by 
the Regional Science Research Corporation to calculate the economic impacts. 
Considering direct and multiplier effects, their analysis concluded that $432 million in 
heritage tourist spending led to the creation of 7,085 jobs, $78 million in state and local 
tax revenue, and $230 million in wealth generation. According to the model, historic 
rehabilitation spending led to the creation of 2,316 jobs, $15.5 million in state and local 
tax revenue, and $93 million in wealth generation. Annual spending by historic sites and 
organizations of $25 million led to the creation of 739 jobs, tax revenue of $2.5 million in 
state and local tax revenue, and $16 million in wealth generation. Total spending was 
$580 million, leading to the generation of 10,140 jobs, $236 million in income, $543 
million in Gross State Product, $298 million in state and local taxes, and $460 million in 
wealth.7
WEST VIRGINIA
Historic preservation in West Virginia has reportedly led to several positive 
economic impacts in that state. A 1996 study by the Preservation Alliance of West 
Virginia concluded that historic preservation led to the creation of 192 jobs, $10 million 
in construction projects, and $300,000 in state taxes. Heritage tourism led to 390 direct 
jobs and 130 indirect jobs, leading to an additional $8.2 million in wages. The total 
direct and indirect impact for 1996 was $46.7 million in business. The study concludes 
that historic preservation has led to increased tourism and the revitalization of business 
centers, increased property values, and increased property taxes.8
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The four cases represent regional efforts to increased heritage tourism through 
historic preservation. It should be observed that the successful efforts, specifically in 
South Carolina and Florida, occurred in regions that already had economies based 
significantly on tourism. However, the studies may inappropriately associate all of the 
economic impacts to historic preservation, ignoring other economic and environmental 
factors including tourism trends. The results also reflect statewide impacts from large- 
scale preservation and heritage tourism projects, therefore the size of impacts can not be 
compared to the results of preservation projects in the Dayton, Ohio area. The cases 
focus on measuring economic impacts through applications of input-output analysis, 
calculating an investment’s impact through the number of jobs created, the increase in 
household earnings, and the total economic impact, among other metrics. In this study, 
the economic impact of the DAHNHP will be calculated using a similar methodology, 
but will also include projected economic impacts.
TRENDS IN TOURISM
The Travel Industry Association of America (TIA) found that in 2002, historic 
sites and museum visits ranked third in activities for domestic travel, behind shopping 
and outdoor activities.9 The TIA report The Historic/Cultural Traveler 2003 Edition 
presents a joint study by the TIA and the Smithsonian showing an increase in historic, 
heritage, arts, and cultural activities, with 81% of adults stating that they were historic 
site tourists. This includes 118 million adults who considered themselves historic site or 
cultural tourists, taking 217 million trips in 2002. The TIA considers heritage tourism to
9
be a significant and growing segment of the travel market.10 However, tourism has 
declined substantially since 2000.
It has been generally accepted that the recent decline in tourism has been due in 
large part to the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001 and the economic recession. The 
National Park Service sites global warfare, the economy, and weather as disrupting park 
attendance. However, the trend is expected to reverse as conditions improve.11 In fact, a 
2002 TIA survey resulted in 73% of respondents stating that safety was their highest 
priority during leisure travel.12 The Smithsonian has not recovered from the downturn in 
leisure travel, with attendance declining from 26 million in 2002 to 24 million in 2003. 
Smithsonian Secretary Lawrence M. Small stated that museum attendance in general has 
been hurt by security concerns, the Washington D.C sniper attacks, the weather, and
13SARS. All forms of tourism have been affected by safety and economic externalities.
Chad Wilkerson, a policy economist with the Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas 
City, also believes that the downturn in tourism has been caused by the terrorist attacks, 
air travel restrictions, the economy, and war in Iraq. Wilkerson states that tourism has 
historically changed comparatively with Gross Domestic Product (GDP) but at an 
exaggerated rate, behaving much like a luxury good.14 Wilkerson also notices that over 
the past 50 years, every economic expansion has experienced greater travel and tourism 
growth compared to GDP growth. Although GDP growth has been positive, travel and 
tourism spending has not recovered as quickly as during past economic recoveries, 
leading to the theory that other externalities have been influencing tourism spending. 
Wilkerson believes that September 11, 2001 is an externality that has delayed tourism’s 
recovery despite the improvements in GDP.15
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National Park attendance has also been slow to recover, declining each year since 
2000.16 The TIA conducted a survey for their 2002 summer forecast and concluded that 
cultural and arts tourism would increase by 10% and heritage tourism would increase by 
6% when compared to 2001 tourism data.17 Although all 2003 data is not yet available, 
forecasts for 2003 and the existing data reflect growth in the tourism sector. The TLA 
forecasted a 2.5% increase in leisure trips for summer 2003, with higher forecasts given 
for traditional tourist destinations including a 6-8% expected increase in Orlando and 
Orange County, Florida. Lower reported tourism in early 2003 was blamed on higher 
than average rain and lower than average temperatures.18
Dr. Suzanne Cook, Senior Vice President of Research and Technology with the 
TIA, believes that the traditional habits of American travelers would resurface in 2003. 
Dr. Cook states that in the TIA’s annual survey, 45% of respondents were planning to 
visit historic sites.19 The TIA believes that because of the interest in historic travel 
demonstrated in their surveys and the greater than average expenditures of historic and 
arts related travelers, historic and cultural travel should remain growing segment of the 
tourism industry.20
Despite the lagging performance of the tourism industry, there are strong signs of 
a recovery. The Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) has separated Travel and Tourism 
into a Satellite Account, where 15 categories are followed. Figure 1 details the total 
direct sales of the tourism industry from the fourth quarter 2000 to the third quarter 2003, 
which includes the latest data reported by the BEA.
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Figure 1. Direct Tourism-related Sales of Tourism Industries
Trends that follow the economic recession in 2000 and 2001 and the terrorist 
attacks on September 11, 2001 are readily observed. As of the third quarter of 2003, total 
tourism sales equaled $400.7 billion compared to pre-recession sales of $403.4 billion. 
This suggests that the tourism and travel industry has rebounded significantly from its 
low in the fourth quarter 2001. Third quarter 2003 growth over second quarter 2003 
equaled 16.1%, with the highest growth categories including gasoline service stations 
(33.6%), air transportation (32.1%), and hotels and lodging (15.9%). Third quarter 2003 
also marks the fourth consecutive quarter of positive growth in direct tourism related 
sales.21
The TIA has identified historic tourism as a growing niche with higher 
percentages of adults considering themselves historic site travelers. The DAHNHP is a 
collection and recognition of historically significant people and places. With Dayton the 
home of Orville and Wilbur Wright, there is added credibility to the DAHNHP as a 
destination point for heritage tourists, specifically those who are aviation enthusiasts.
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There is a growing national interest in heritage tourism which should lead to increased 
tourism opportunities for Ohio. Dayton has a rich heritage from which to draw, and its 
location near a major interstate highway gives reason to believe that efforts to increase 
heritage tourism in the Dayton area should be successful. The four cases presented 
earlier in this section demonstrate that heritage tourism can be economically successful, 
and the Dayton area appears to be positioned to take advantage of the trends in the 
growth of heritage tourism. If the economy continues to improve, and travel and tourism 
trends continue to follow the economy, positive growth in tourism should be expected.
13
in . THE DAYTON AVIATION HERITAGE NATIONAL HISTORIC PARK
Dedicated to honor of the Wright Brothers for their invention of controlled flight, 
the DAHNHP provides a unique example of heritage tourism. Orville and Wilbur 
Wright’s invention represented a major turning point in travel and technology. The 
Wright Brothers’ development and specification of the three-dimensional control 
concepts of pitch, roll, and yaw continue to be fundamental aspects of powered flight 
engineering in the 21st Century. The totality of the impact of the invention of flight is 
quite enormous, and hardly anyone can doubt that the Wright Brothers’ accomplishments 
were nothing short of revolutionary. They worked on their invention from their bicycle 
shop in Dayton and tested later versions of their airplanes at nearby Huffman Prairie, 
where they started the first permanent pilot training school. The African-American poet 
and Wright Brothers neighbor Paul Lawrence Dunbar has been recognized along with the 
Wright Brothers due to their close friendship.
The park was designated a National Historic Landmark in 1990, and then 
designated as the Dayton Aviation Heritage National Historic Park (DAHNHP) in 1992. 
The Dayton Aviation Heritage Commission and the Wright-Dunbar State Heritage 
Commission advise the DAHNHP. The DAHNHP consists of the following four sites:
14
1. Wright Cycle Company (WBCC) -  The Wright Brothers bicycle shop and 
printing business from 1895 to 1897. This is the last remaining building 
relating to their bicycle business, and it is located at 22 S. Williams St.
2. The Wright Flyer III and Carillon Historic Park (WBAC) -  The 1905 Wright 
Flyer III was the first controllable aircraft, demonstrating the practicality of 
fligh t. It is on display at Carillon Park, 2001 S. Patterson Blvd.
3. Paul Lawrence Dunbar House (DSM) -  The home of Paul Lawrence Dunbar 
from 1903 to his death in 1906, it currently hosts many artifacts and a bicycle 
given to Dunbar by the Wright Brothers.
4. Huffman Prairie Flying Field (HPFF) -  The Wright Brothers, in support of 
perfecting their flying technique, built several hangers on this location. 
Huffman Prairie was the location of the world’s first permanent flying school. 
It is located at Wright Patterson Air Force Base. 22
In the early 1990’s, the Inventing Flight Committee lobbied the United States 
Congress for the National Park designation for the Wright Brothers’ sites. After 
introduction of the legislation, the Inventing Flight Committee was instrumental in its 
passage through Congress and subsequent approval by President George Bush in October 
1992. Before receiving funding, the park superintendent salary was paid by the Inventing 
Flight Committee, who provided the staff, finances, and lobbying efforts to receive 
National Park designation.23
The National Park Service reported that attendance at the four parks for 2003 was 
far above the annual average rates for prior years. The first year all four parks were in 
operation was 1995. Including all four parks, total attendance from 1995 to 2002 
averaged 38,711 visitors per year. As of August 2003, total attendance for the year was 
90,883 visitors, with 44,463 of the visitors attending in July. The attendance figures are 
not unique visits, and they may include repeated attendance from the same visitor. Over 
the next several years, attendance is expected to grow to much higher levels. Based on
15
parks with similar attributes and the proximity to a major highway, the National Park 
Service estimates that tourism will reach rates of 500,000 visitors annually.24
Table 1 displays attendance data from 1994 to 2003. Table 2 displays data from 
January to August of 2003. The National Park Service speculates that the large drop in 
attendance in 2002 is due to reduced tourism caused by the downturn in the economy and 
the events of September 11, 2001. There were also several construction projects that 
temporarily closed the parks.25
V.^:w v:':.-1;-.;,:, iA'A-l- - AAVi
WBCC1 WBAC2 HPFF3 DSM4 TOTAL
1994 1,699 0 634 0 2,333
1995 2,110 34,370 1,564 2,365 40,408
1996 2,763 30,899 1,640 4,060 39,362
1997 4,347 24,943 1,581 3,835 34,706
1998 4,339 29,315 1,333 3,321 38,308
1999 6,053 21,860 1,245 3,704 32,862
2000 6,512 25,352 1,494 2,680 36,038
2001 6,840 35,614 1,125 4,792 48,371
2002 7,486 29,630 257 2,262 39,635
2003 31,527 55,369 19,151 5,929 90,883
Source: National Park Service
1 Wright Brother Cycle Company
2 Wright Flyer III and Carilon Historic Park
3 Huffman Prairie Flying Field
4 Paul Lawarnce Dunbar House
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Table 2. DAHNHP Attendance Data 200J
2003 WBCC WBAC HPFF DSM TOTAL
Jan 267 140 875 5 1,287
Feb 131 185 405 6 727
Mar 597 523 1,183 10
Apr 637 3,861 1,386 0
May 1,608 10,534 1,664 86 ') i,392
Jun 1,874 5,830 2,811 N/A a
Jul 13,834 19,220 7,844 3,565 * 4,463
Aug 3,141 5,678 2983 N/A b 1 -i
TOTAL 22,089 45,971 19,151 3,672 ■f’CvTJ:-!
a Park reopened June 27th. Remaining June data included in July 
0 Data not available
Source: National Park Service
Insufficient historic data exists to confidently forecast future trends in attendance 
at the four parks. Several figures have been included that display the historic data by 
year and by month for 2003. Attendance estimates provided by the National Park Service 
are presented in figures 2 through 5. Figure 2 displays the individual and aggregate 
attendance at the four parks from 1993 to 2003. Figure 3 shows the change in total 
attendance over the same period. Focusing on monthly data for 2003, Figure 4 displays 
the attendance for each four parks per month. Figure 5 shows the total attendance for 
2003 by month.
Figure 2. Attendance at DAHNHP Areas, 1994 - 2003
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Figure 3. Total Attendance at DAHNHP Areas, 1994 - 2003
Source: National Park Service
Figure 4. Attendance at DAHNHP by Area, 1994 - 2003 
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Figure 2 presents attendance divided by park and illustrates the change in 
attendance at the various parks compared with each other and total DAHNHP attendance. 
From 1995 through 2003, Carillon Historic Park (WBAC) has had the highest attendance 
compared to the other DAHNHP areas. Figures 3 through 5 show small changes in park 
attendance from 1995 to 2001. The decrease in attendance in 2002 is attributed to 
economic recession, September 11 travel fears, and park construction. As seen in Figure 
4, the WBAC has remained the most visited park since opening in 1995, while in 1997 
the WBCC became the second most visited. In 2003, the Huffman Prairie Flying Field 
(HPFF) became the third most visited DAHNHP site with attendance surpassing the Paul 
Lawrence Dunbar House (DSM). Figure 4 also shows that the WBCC and the HPFF 
have had the largest increases in attendance from 2002 to 2003, with only a small 
increase in attendance for the DSM. The spike in 2003 is due to the Inventing Flight 
Celebration, which is clearly seen in the monthly breakout presented in Figure 5. Note 
the surge in attendance in the Inventing Flight Celebration month of July, and the 
subsequent return to lower levels observed in August.
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IV. WSU INVENTING FLIGHT VISITOR SURVEY
The WSU Inventing Flight Survey in Appendix A was administered to randomly 
selected visitors to Inventing Flight activities occurring throughout July 2003. Attendees 
were selected for face-to-face interviews with members of the W SU survey team. A total 
of 1,502 surveys were validated and included in the final data set used for statistical 
analysis.
Not all survey questions were integrated in the DAHNHP economic analysis. 
Questions 5, 7, 8, 10, 12, 13, and 14 in Appendix A were of primary consideration. 
Question 5 asks for the county of residence. The Dayton Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(MSA) includes residents of the counties of Montgomery, Greene, Clark, and Miami. The 
responses are divided into Dayton MSA and non MSA categories to allow for analysis of 
types of visitors, their expenses, and their experiences. This is important because the 
categories allow for a clearer definition of the economic impact of the events. Question 7 
asks for the number of nights spent in the Dayton area, and responses were separated into 
daily and overnight visitor categories. If a non-resident visitor planned to stay overnight, 
Question 8 asks where the visitor planned to lodge. Question 10 asks for the visiting 
group’s expected total budget. Question 13 is subjective, using a scale of 1 (low) to 5 
(high). It is divided into three parts; the impact of Inventing Flight on the visitor’s 
awareness of the history of aviation, whether there has been an increase in recognition of
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the Dayton area, and whether Dayton is considered a high tech area. Question 14 is also 
subjective, asking the visitor’s overall experience on a scale of 1 (low) to 10 (high).
Question 12 asks the visitor to select from a list the activities and events they 
attended or planned to attend over the course of the Inventing Flight celebration. In this 
report, those who had attended or were planning to attend one or more of the aviation 
heritage parks are separated from those who were not planning to attend any of the 
DAHNHP areas. The park attendees are further divided into sub categories of visitors; 
those planning to attend one or more, two or more, three or more, or all four of the 
DAHNHP areas. Differences in expenditures, experiences, and demographics can then be 
extracted and organized, allowing for the development of a park visitor profile. The sub 
categories derived from question 12 served as the basis for comparison of the data.
WSU INVENTING FLIGHT SURVEY RESULTS
The WSU Inventing Flight Survey yielded interesting insight into the 
demographics and economic behavior of park versus non-park visitors and resident 
versus non-resident visitors. Non-residents are defined as residing outside of the Dayton 
MSA region. Park attendance ratios are based on question 12. Since the sample 
population includes those who were planning to attend the DAHNHP areas and those 
who were not, it is necessary to separate the various groups to isolate the data required to 
calculate the economic impact estimates. The isolation of various groups will also allow 
the drawing of comparisons between the different types of visitors.
The data are divided into 4 primary groups including residents who planned to 
attend the parks (resident park visitors), non-residents who planned to visit the parks
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(non-resident park visitors), residents who did not plan to attend the parks (resident non­
park visitors) and non-residents who did not plan to attend the parks (non-resident non­
park visitors). Table 3 offers a visitor profile including estimated expenditures, overnight 
stays, overall Inventing Flight Celebration experience, group size, and an age metric of 
park visitors and non-park visitors.
T-.-i.ti ■ inventing Flight Visitor Profil- ;
Overnight
Visitors
Overall
Experience
Group
Expenditures
Group
Size
_
Age 31
Visited at Least One Park 18% 7.92 $ 215.77 3.6 68%
Visited No Parks 23% 7.98 $ 140.68 3.4 58%
Source: WSU Inventing Flight Survey
Except for group expenditures and age, the differences between park visitors and 
those who visited no parks are small. Park visitors spent $75.09 more than non-park 
visitors. Park visitors were also older with 68% of visitors over age 31, compared to 58% 
of non-park visitors over age 31. Table 4 provides more detail, splitting the visitors into 
the four group categories.
Table 4. Inventing Flight Visitor Profiles - Detail
Overnight
Visitors
Overall
Experience
Group
Expenditures
Group
Size
Percent 
Over Age
■si " 1
Non-Resident Park Visitor 67% 8.2 $ 351.62 3.7 ' -a
Resident Park Visitor 1% 7.8 $ 166.68 3.6 72%
Non-Resident, Visit No Parks 39% 8.1 $ 180.33 4.6 59%
Resident, Visit No Parks 1% 7.8 $ 89.05 3.4 57%
Source: WSU Inventing Flight Survey
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Non-resident park visitors stayed overnight at a greater rate than non-residents 
non-park visitors, and non-residents reported a higher overall experience and higher 
expenditures. Non-resident park visitors planned to spend the most money while resident 
non-park visitors planned to spend the least. Figure 6  presents the group expenditures 
detailed in Table 4.
Figure 6. Expenditures per Group, Inventing 
Flight Visitors
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Table 5 compares non-resident and resident park attendance as a percentage of the 
survey population and as a percentage of total park attendance. The Total column lists 
the sum of the resident and non-resident visitors, which is the percentage of Inventing 
Flight visitors who visited parks. For example, 24.9% of the survey population planned 
to attend 1 of the 4 parks, of which 73.5% were residents and 26.5% were non-residents. 
As a percentage of the sample population, which includes all Inventing Flight visitors,
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18.2% of the residents surveyed visited at least one park, while 6.6% of non-residents 
surveyed visited at least one park.
Total Residents jvivi'Sideife
As % of 
Sample 
Pop.
As % of 
Sample 
Pop
As % of Park 
Attendance
As % of 
Sample 
Pop
As % of Park 
Attendar
At Least 1 Park 24.9% 18.2% 73.5% 6.6%
At Least 2 Parks 12.5% 9.9% 80.1% 2.5% 19.9%
At Least 3 Parks 5.9% 4.7% 79.5% 1.2% 20.5%
All 4 Parks 2.5% 2.0% 78.9% 0.5% 21.1%
Source: WSU Inventing Flight Survey
Table 6  compares the four parks that comprise the DAHNHP to the total number 
of visitors that participated in the survey. These results show that some parks are not 
attracting non-resident visitors. Since the survey question was with regard to planned 
attendance, it is likely that visitors did not have knowledge of a specific park’s existence. 
For example, only 2.2% of non-residents surveyed planned to attend the Dunbar House. 
Low non-resident park attendance will limit the amount of the economic impact of the 
DAHNHP areas, especially considering that non-residents will have the highest 
expenditures. Additional market research is needed to determine why such a low  
percentage of visitors planed to attend that specific site.
Table 6. Planned Attern .. 3 l L';.ju Y'Ois! S-arspfe !
WBCC H B F F | D S M WBAC
Non-Resident ----------- § 3 ^ -------- f  £2% o %  “
Resident 15.1% 139%........j 13.0% 26.6%
Source: WSU Inventing Flight Survey
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Table 7. Mi '■:!£ L/l;T.?'5!‘V OVfir T'S'f
Non-Resident Resident All Parks
At Least 3 
of 4 Parks
At Least 2 
of 4 Parks
At Least 1 
of 4 Parks
No
Parks
211 20 34 77 100 105 117
Source: WSU Inventing Flight Survey
The survey results reported in Table 7 suggest that park visitors traveled shorter 
distances than those who did not attend parks. In addition, the distance traveled 
decreases as the number of parks visited increases. This corroborates the previous tables 
showing greater numbers of residents visiting parks as compared to non-residents. 
Residents comprised 50.9% of total attendance while non-residents comprised 49.1% of 
total attendance. The shorter distance traveled for the park visitors is the obvious 
explanation why fewer park visitors planned overnight visits. One of the reasons for the 
discrepancy between resident versus non-resident total attendance and park attendance 
may be the difference between local, regional, and national awareness of the parks. It 
could be expected that resident attendance at the parks will diminish over time, since the 
park exhibits are static in nature.
Table 8 presents the results from the subjective questions on the WSU survey. 
Compared to all four groups, non-resident park visitors reported the highest score in 
response to how much Inventing Flight had increased the visitor’s awareness of the 
history of aviation. Resident park visitors reported the highest scores to placing Dayton 
on the Map and Dayton being projected as a high technology area. Overall, the responses 
to all three questions were quite positive. On a scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high), the non­
resident park visitor score of 4.07 for the first question is very important because it 
demonstrates that visitors see an educational value in the DAHNHP areas. It could be
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argued that visitors already have a great awareness of aviation history. However, the 
surveyed visitors were asked their opinion on what impact Inventing Flight had on 
awareness. Even if visitors had prior knowledge of Dayton’s history and aviation 
heritage, the parks may have served as knowledge reinforcement, leading to the higher 
scores. When asked if the Inventing Flight activities had placed Dayton on the map, 
residents awarded the highest scores, possibly due to increased civil pride in the 
resident’s hometown. Similarly, residents considered Dayton to be more of a high tech 
area than non-residents.
| re-v- jits From Subject: <k.i ,
Has Inventing flight:
Non-
Resident
Park
Visitor
Resident
Park
Visitor
Non-Resident 
Visited No 
Parks
Resident 
Visited No
Increased Awareness of Aviation 4.07 3.73 3.58
Placed Dayton on the Map 3.93 4.00 3.85 3.99
Image of Dayton as a High Tech Area 3.28 3.62 3.46 3.50
Based on a scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high)
Source: WSU Inventing Flight Survey
The demographic data of park visitors has yielded some very interesting results, 
specifically with regard to age, expenditures, and residence. Previous studies have 
concluded that heritage tourists are older and incur higher expenditures as compared to 
other tourists, and the DAHMHP activities over the survey period also fit this pattern. 
Non-residents park visitors planned to spend the highest amount of money during the 
Inventing Flight Celebration. Park visitors were also older and reflected similar or higher 
scores on the subjective survey questions. Since non-resident park visitors have higher 
expenditures per group, marketing strategies that attract non-residents should be
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developed. During the survey period the majority of park visitors were the greater Dayton 
MSA region, leading to the impression that park awareness was quite low outside of the 
region, notwithstanding national media coverage Dayton’s Inventing Flight activities.
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V. ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF THE DAHNHP
According to local park officials, the DAHNHP was formed in large part because 
of the coordinating efforts of Inventing Flight Committee. The extensive partnerships 
between government and private organizations, in addition to the high profile events 
managed by Inventing Flight, have strengthened awareness of aviation history within the 
Dayton region. Since certain demographics are attracted to historic parks, marketing to 
those demographics will help ensure a continued economic impact on the Dayton region.
The two methodologies applied in this impact analysis include the Regional 
Input-Output Modeling System (RIMS II) and the Money Generation Model 2 (MGM2). 
The RIMS II methodology is based on multipliers calculated and provided by the U.S. 
Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis and is considered to provide 
reliable multiplier estimates. The Department of Parks, Recreation, and Tourism 
Resources at Michigan State University uses the MGM2 methodology to estimate the
9 fkeconomic impacts of national parks. The model is available as a worksheet in 
Microsoft Excel format, or pre-generated results based on estimated spending flows can 
be used.
This section begins with a brief introduction of a 2000 University of Dayton study 
that calculated economic impacts based on projected attendance levels. Next, the 
operational and capital expenditures of the DAHNHP from 1988 to 2003 are presented. 
The RIMS II methodology is then explained and used to estimate the economic impacts
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of the DAHNHP from 1994 to 2003. Additionally, the RIMS II methodology is used to 
calculate the annual economic impact of the DAHNHP through 2010. Estimates of future 
economic impacts are based on estimates of possible high and low attendance growth 
rates given several factors and sources. Following the RIMS II implementation, the 
MGM2 methodology is employed to calculate estimates based on attendance and 
attendance increments. Finally, the RIMS II and MGM2 results are compared. If the 
results from the two methodologies are similar, additional confidence may be given to the 
estimates. Although leakages are not a significant factor in these estimates, the issues are 
addressed in Appendix B.
UNIVERSITY OF DAYTON ECONOMIC IMPACT STUDY
In November 2000, Dr. Richard Stock of the University of Dayton conducted an 
economic impact study of the DAHNHP using multipliers and estimated expenditures. 
The estimates were based on unrealistically high non-resident attendance rates; therefore, 
the results can not serve as an appropriate guide for short-term impact estimations. Stock 
calculated the impact of the park system at different levels of non-resident tourists. The 
low estimate is calculated using spending per non-resident overnight visitor of $70 and a 
multiplier of 1.4. The high estimate uses $102 per visitor and the multiplier is 1.8. The 
estimates reflect the annual increase in Dayton metropolitan area income, and include 
tourist spending and the local operating budget of the DAHNHP. Table 9 presents these 
estimates. The estimates are based on non-resident visitors and use high estimates of 
attendees as well as estimated multipliers and expenditures. The estimates are based only 
on the number of visitors, and do not include impact estimates over a defined time frame.
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In addition to the calculated estimates, Stock mentions other economic impacts including 
the restoration of the Wright Dunbar Village and an increase in the attractiveness of the 
area to new business.27
| T̂ b-ix- . HNI iV '^v-.'niic Impact Estir
Non-
Resident
Visitors Low Estimate igh Estimat
75000
100000
200000
300000
400000
$5,521,544.00 
$6,021,792.00 
$8,022,784.00 
$10,023,776.00 
$12,024,768.00
$7,477,792.00
$9,785,984.00
$12,094,176.00
$14,402,368.00
Source: Richard Stock, University of Dayton
DAHNHP OPERATIONAL BUDGET AND CAPTIAL EXPENDITURES
The annual budget for the DAHNHP has increased from $476,000 in 2000 28 to 
$1,700,000 in 2003.29 The establishment of the DAHNHP has generated funds from 
local, state, and federal sources. In addition, the Dayton Aviation Heritage Commission 
reports that in the Wright Dunbar Village, 39 new housing units have been built and 69 
others are being renovated. In the same area, rehabilitation activities recovered 55,000 
square feet of commercial space. These are examples of direct economic infrastructure 
impacts in the Dayton area. However, the exact breakdown of the source of the funding 
to complete these activities will determine the final direct expenditure impact on the 
community.
Table 10 shows funding for the DAHNHP and related infrastructure 
improvements from 1988 to 2003. Some of the state funding could not be separated from 
local and private funding, so it is not be included as an economic inflow. Total federal
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and state funding for facilities including the national park and adjacent structures totaled 
$7.67 million, for staff and operations, federal and state funding totaled $7.27 million, 
and for roads, housing, and other public works federal and state funding totaled $6.68 
million. Total federal and state funding for the DAHNHP equaled $28.44 million. Of the 
total funding, 32% originated from federal sources, 7% from state sources, and 62% from 
local and private sources. Since these inflows would not have occurred without their 
efforts, the economic impacts from the funding should be attributed to Inventing Flight. 
The use of federal and state moneys to fund development represents a notable economic 
impact on the Dayton economy. In addition, funds for operating budgets from outside the 
Dayton MSA region represent an ongoing benefit to the local economy in terms of 
income and jobs.
Table 10. DAHNHP Funding, 1988 - 2003
Amounts are in millions
Facilities (National Programs
park and adjacent Percent (Educational and Percent
structures) Funding Share cultural) Funding Share
Federal $4.25 25% Federal $0.30 2%
State $3.42 20% State/Local/Private $14.75 98%
Local/Private $9.26 55% Total $15.05 100%
Total $16.93 100%
Percent Exhibits (National Percent
Staff and Operations Funding Share park and adjacent Funding Share
Federal $6.62 85% Federal $6.53 61%
State $0.65 8% State/Local/Private $4.23 39%
Local/Private $0.50 6% Total $10.76 ifji'j'-x
Total $7.77 100%
(Roads, housing, 
and other public Percent Percent
works) Funding Share Grand Totals Funding Share
Federal $5.81 25% Federal $23.51 32%
State $0.87 4% State $4.93 7%
Local/Private $16.95 72% Local/Private $45.69 62%
Total $23.63 100% Grand Total $74.13 100%
Source: Dayton Aviation Heritage Commission
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This section begins with a presentation of the RIMS II methodology and the 
methods used to gather the data used in the economic estimates. Next, the economic 
impact of non-resident overnight visitors to the DAHNHP areas from 1994 to 2003 is 
calculated. Finally, economic impacts based on assumptions about future attendance data 
through 2010 are provided.
The RIMS II methodology is based upon sector multipliers calculated by the 
Bureau of Economic Analysis. Each sector has several multipliers that are used to 
estimate various aspects of economic impacts. The multipliers applied in this report 
include an output multiplier, a household earnings multiplier, and a jobs multiplier. All 
three multipliers are applied to the direct impact. In this report, the final impact includes 
the estimated expenditures of non-resident overnight park visitors. This report will 
primarily focus on the effect of the output multiplier, however the results of the earnings 
and jobs multipliers are included in Appendices C and D.
The following RIMS II estimate calculations are based on the expenditures of 
non-resident overnight park visitors who decide to stay in a hotel during their visit. The 
estimates are based on two categories of expenditures; hotel expenditures and 
miscellaneous expenditures. Hotel expenditures include the hotel room rate; 
miscellaneous expenditures include recreational, amusement, and dining expenditures. 
Separating hotel from miscellaneous expenditures should help in calculating more 
reliable estimates because it is expected that hotel expenditures represent the highest 
singular expense for non-resident visitors. In addition, the hotel expenditures are more 
easily identified given the results provided by the data collected in the WSU Inventing
RIMS II ECONOMIC IMPACT ESTIMATES
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Flight Survey. Specifically, Question 8 asks about the visitor’s planned lodging if staying 
overnight.
The economic impact estimates for hotel expenditures use RIMS II hotel sector 
multipliers, an average hotel rate from Smith Travel Research, and an estimate of 20% 
ovemight-stay rate of visitors. The average hotel room rate for January through 
September 2003 in Dayton, Ohio was $65.05.30 In a New Jersey study by Rutgers 
University, 45% of heritage visitors were found to stay overnight.31 However, the WSU  
Inventing Flight survey shows that 18% of those planning to visit the parks were non­
resident overnight visitors. When historic park data are not available, as in the case of the 
DAHNHP, the MGM2 model applied by Michigan State University uses estimates of key 
variables based on parks that are considered similar in nature. For the DAHNHP, the 
default MGM2 model estimates that 20% of the total park visitors are overnight visitors 
planning to stay in a hotel. Given the similarity between the WSU survey results and the 
Michigan State University MGM2 estimates, 20% will be used to estimate the number of 
non-resident overnight visitors who stay in a hotel during their visit. Table 11 provides a 
profile of these visitors.
Tal iM;. j'iot't stvi i2oK: Aotiivt-j ayin i'i> N-:L;'■
Nights Stayed c.625 |
Group Size 3.375 '
Group Expenditures 498.29
Percent of All Park Visitors 18%
Source: WSU Inventing Flight Survey
In order to calculate the economic impacts from the room expenditures of 
overnight hotel guests, the data must reflect per person per day expenditures. It is
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expected that a group will only reserve a single room for each night of their stay. First, 
the hotel expenditures per person per day must be calculated. The data from Table 11 in 
addition to the average hotel rate are used to make these calculations. The average hotel 
rate per day, $65.05, is divided by group size, 3.875, to obtain a hotel rate per person per 
day of $16.79. The direct economic impact from hotel expenditures is calculated by 
multiplying the estimated number of non-resident overnight visitors by the per person per 
day hotel rate. The total economic impact from hotel expenditures is calculated by 
multiplying the resulting product by the RIMS II hotel sector output multiplier provided 
in Table 12.
The jobs estimate is not the number of jobs generated from the total economic 
impact. The change in jobs column reports the estimated number of new jobs created or 
existing jobs lost based on the change in total impact. The jobs estimate is calculated by 
multiplying the annual change in total economic impact by the jobs multiplier, then 
dividing the product by 1,000,000 as stated in the RIMS II handbook.
Similarly, per person per day miscellaneous expenditures must be calculated.
First, group expenditures derived from the WSU Inventing Flight Survey, $498.29, is 
divided by the number of nights stayed, 3.625, resulting in group expenditure per day of 
$137.46. Next, the average hotel rate from Smith Travel Research, $65.05, is subtracted 
from the group expenditure per day resulting in non-hotel, or miscellaneous, expenditures 
of $72.41 per day. Finally, expenditures per group per day is divided by the group size, 
3.875, resulting in expenditures per person per day of $18.69. To calculate the direct 
economic impact, expenditures per person per day is first multiplied by the estimated 
number of non-resident overnight visitors. To calculate the economic impacts and change
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in jobs from the miscellaneous expenditures, the result is multiplied by the average of the 
retail trade, other amusements and recreation, and eating and drinking establishments 
RIMS II sector multipliers presented in Table 12.
T.&fc- -i± MS II Multi[
Sector Output Earnings Jobs
Hotel 1.7185 0.5136 24.8
Retail trade, except easting and drinking establishments 
Other amusement and recreation services 
Eating and drinking establisjments
1.6932 
1.6083 
1.7256
0.5054
0.4722
0.5029
24.1
34.3
35.9
Average of Retail Trade, Other Amusements, and Eating 1.6757 0.4935 31.43333
Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis
Since the specific expenditure categories cannot be extracted as they can with 
hotel expenditures, several multipliers that represent probable expenditures are averaged 
together and applied to what this report calls miscellaneous expenditures. The last three 
RIMS II multiplier sectors detailed in Table 12 are averaged, resulting in a final demand 
output multiplier of 1.6757, an earnings multiplier of 0.4935, and a jobs multiplier of 
31.4 jobs per $1 million change in final demand. The estimated economic impact from 
non-resident overnight park visitors from 1994 to 2003, including both hotel and 
miscellaneous expenditures, is presented in Table 13. More detailed calculations are 
given in Appendix C, where the expenditure impacts are separated between hotel impacts 
and miscellaneous expenditure impacts, and the results of the income and jobs 
calculations are also reported.
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Table 13. Economic Impact of the DAHNHP, 1994 »2003
Year
Total
Attendance Direct Impact Indirect Impact Total Impact
Change in
1994 2,333 $ 16,551.79 $ 11,519.29 $ 28,071.08 0.8
1995 40,408 $ 286,680.15 $ 199,516.31 $ 486,196.46 12.9
1996 39,362 $ 279,259.16 $ 194,351.64 $ 473,610.80 -Y-':
1997 34,706 $ 246,226.52 $ 171,362.43 $ 417,588.95 -1.6
1998 38,308 $ 271,781.41 $ 189,147.47 $ 460,928.88 1.2
1999 32,862 $ 233,144.01 $ 162,257.60 $ 395,401.61 -1.9
2000 36,038 $ 255,676.58 $ 177,939.24 $ 433,615.82 1.1
2001 48,371 $ 343,174.76 $ 238,833.98 $ 582,008.74 4.2
2002 39,635 $ 281,196.00 $ 195,699.59 $ 476,895.58 -3.0
2003 90,883 $ 644,782.03 $ 448,738.88 $ 1,093,520.91 17.4
Cummulative 402,906 $ 2,858,472A1 $ 1,989,366.41 $ 4,847,838.83 30.9
Source: Wright State University
The high inflow of attendees in July 2003 led to greater economic impacts 
compared to previous periods. It is estimated that as of August, 2003 non-resident 
overnight attendance had reached 18,177 visitors, leading to a direct spending impact 
estimate of $0,644 million and a total economic impact estimate of $1.09 million. Since 
1994, it is estimated that 80,581 non-resident overnight visitors have visited the parks, 
leading to a cumulative direct impact estimate of $2.86 million, an additional 31 jobs, and 
a cumulative total impact estimate of $4.85 million. The jobs estimates may be somewhat 
misleading, specifically with respect to the 2003 estimates. The large increase in visitors 
over the summer of 2003 was due largely to the Inventing Flight Celebration, and 
visitation cannot be expected to continue at such a high level. The increase in jobs of 17.4 
should be considered as the hiring of temporary employees, and a decrease in 
employment for 2004 should be expected. The estimates provided later I this section are 
calculated using 2002 attendance as a base.
The lack of historic attendance data and the actual residency of visitors makes it is 
very difficulty to estimate the future economic impact of continued visitation at the parks.
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Stock’s non-resident attendance rates are much higher than the current attendance rates, 
thus his estimates do not reflect more probable short-term growth trends. Since the 
available data from 1994 to 2003 is limited, any kind econometric forecasting model 
would be suspected of error. However, we can estimate direct and indirect impacts for 
different attendance levels that seem more probable.
In an effort to achieve higher quality estimates, several sources were explored to 
estimate tourism growth rates. The Report o f the Governor’s Task Force on Historic 
Preservation and Heritage Tourism (South Carolina) states that heritage tourism is 
growing by 30% annually while traditional tourism has been growing at only 5%. TIA 
states that during summer 2002, heritage tourism rates were expected to grow at 6%. 
Given the differences in estimates and the heavy impacts from external factors including 
national disasters, several growth rates will be used to forecast future economic impacts.
The estimates calculated in this report use growth rates of 2.5%, 5%, 10%, and 
30% for comparison. Although historic data are limited, the rate of 2.5% generally 
reflects the rates of growth from 1994 to 2002. Since not all parks were operational 
throughout this time period, this rate is most likely low. The 5% and 10% growth rates 
seem much more likely, and will depend on the degree of the lasting effects of the 
Inventing Flight activities in July, continued marketing efforts, and other press coverage 
including travel magazine articles. The 30% rate is included to reflect the increase in 
heritage tourism estimated by one study and is not considered to be a realistic growth 
estimate for the short term. It is included for comparison as an extremely high growth 
rate, and would be required to achieve the attendance estimated in the University of
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Dayton estimates. For interpretation, the 5% growth rate should be considered a low 
estimate while the 10% growth rate is a high estimate.
The RIMS II multipliers, per person expenditures, and average hotel rate used to 
calculate the historic economic impacts from 1994 to 2003 are the same used to calculate 
the forecasted estimates. The estimates are based on 2002 park attendance data. 
Attendance data for 2003 are not included in the estimates because of the major impact of 
the Inventing Flight activities that skewed the data to inflated levels expected during one­
time events. Figure 7 gives the actual and estimated attendance rates for the DAHNHP 
sites through 2010 based on various growth rates.
Figure 7. Total Attendance Estimates
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Source: National Park Service, Wright State University
From these estimated attendance rates and using the same RIMS II multipliers as 
used in the 1994 to 2003 estimates, the following future economic impacts have been
30%
10%
5%
2.50% 
• Actual
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calculated. The results include both hotel and miscellaneous expenditures, and are given 
in Tables 14 through 17. Additional tables separating hotel and miscellaneous
expenditures are presented in Appendix D.
Table 14. RIMS II Impact Estimates for a 2.5% Growth in Annual Attendance
Year
Non-resident
Overnight
Attendance Direct Impact Indirect Impact Total Impact
Change in
Jot
2004 8,328 $ 295,431.54 $ 205,606.88 $ 501,038.42
2005 8,537 $ 302,817.33 $ 210,747.05 $ 513,564.38 0.35
2006 8,750 $ 310,387.77 $ 216,015.73 $ 526,403.49
2007 8,969 $ 318,147.46 $ 221,416.12 $ 539,563.58 a-:v;
2008 9,193 $ 326,101.15 $ 226,951.52 $ 553,052.67 a>;::
2009 9,423 $ 334,253.67 $ 232,625.31 $ 566,878.99 0.39
2010 9,658 $ 342,610.02 $ 238,440.94 $ 581,050.96 0.40
Cummulative 62,857 $ 2,229,748.94 $ 1,551,803.55 $ 3,781,552.49 2.61
Source: Wright State University
Table 15. RIMS II Impact Estimates for a 5% Growth in Annual Attendance
Year
Non-Resident
Overnight
Attendance Direct Impact Indirect Impact Total Impact
Chanr
Jot
2004 8,740 $ 310,018.59 $ 215,758.79 $ 525,777.38 0.71
2005 9,176 $ 325,519.52 $ 226,546.73 $ 552,066.25 0.74
2006 9,635 $ 341,795.49 $ 237,874.07 $ 579,669.56 0.78
2007 10,117 $ 358,885.27 $ 249,767.77 $ 608,653.04 0.82
2008 10,623 $ 376,829.53 $ 262,256.16 $ 639,085.69 i;.
2009 11,154 $ 395,671.01 $ 275,368.97 $ 671,039.98
2010 11,712 $ 415,454.56 $ 289,137.42 $ 704,591.98 0.95
Cummulative 71,157 $ 2,524,173.95 $ 1,756,709.93 $ 4,280,883.88 5.76
Source: Wright State University
Table 16. RIMS II Impact Estimates for a 10% Growth in Annual Attendance
Year
Non-Resident
Overnight
Attendance Direct Impact Indirect Impact Total Impact
Change in
Jot
2004 9,592 $ 340,247.16 $ 236,796.50 $ 577,043.66
2005 10,551 $ 374,271.87 $ 260,476.15 $ 634,748.02 • i . i i
2006 11,606 $ 411,699.06 $ 286,523.77 $ 698,222.82 1.79
2007 12,767 $ 452,868.96 $ 315,176.14 $ 768,045.11 1.97
2008 14,043 $ 498,155.86 $ 346,693.76 $ 844,849.62 2.17
2009 15,447 $ 547,971.45 $ 381,363.13 $ 929,334.58 2.39
2010 16,992 $ 602,768.59 $ 419,499.45 $ 1,022,268.04 2.63
Cummulative 90,998 $ 3,227,982.95 $ 2,246,528.89 $ 5,474,511.84 14.06
Source: Wright State University
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'V. : i " 17 ,;i IS 11 Impact Estimates for a 30% Growth in Annual A- ■ -.
Year
Non-Resident
Overnight
Attendance Direct Impact Indirect Impact Total Impact
Chanr
Jot
2004 13,397 $ 475,221.23 $ 330,732.30 $ 805,953.54
2005 17,416 $ 617,787.60 $ 429,951.99 $ 1,047,739.60 6.83
2006 22,640 $ 803,123.89 $ 558,937.59 $ 1,362,061.48 8.88
2007 29,432 $ 1,044,061.05 $ 726,618.87 $ 1,770,679.92 vU V
2008 38,262 $ 1,357,279.37 $ 944,604.53 $ 2,301,883.89 15.01
2009 49,741 $ 1,764,463.18 $ 1,227,985.89 $ 2,992,449.06 19.51
2010 64,663 $ 2,293,802.13 $ 1,596,381.65 $ 3,890,183.78 v-
Cummulative 235,551 $ 8,355,738.45 $ 5,815,212.82 $ 14,170,951.27 92.39
Source: Wright State University
At the 5% annual growth in attendance rates shown in Table 15, estimates for 
2004 are based on non-resident overnight attendance of 8,740, leading to a direct impact 
from visitor spending of $0,310 million, a total economic impact of $0,526 million, and 
an increase in jobs of 0.71. At the 10% annual growth in attendance rates calculated in 
Table 16, estimates for 2004 are based on non-resident overnight attendance of 9,592, 
leading to a direct impact from spending of $0,340 million, a total economic impact of 
$0,577 million, and an increase in jobs of 1.48. Cumulative estimated economic impacts 
from hotel stays of DAHNHP visitors for each projected growth rate through 2010 are 
given in Table 18.
Table 18. Summary of Estimates, Cumulative From 2004 to 2010
Growth
Rate
Non-Resident
Overnight
Attendance Direct Impact Indirect Impact Total Impact
Change in 
Jobs
2.50% 62,857 $ 2,229,748.94 $ 1,551,803.55 $ 3,781,552.49 2.6
5% 71,157 $ 2,524,173.95 $ 1,756,709.93 $ 4,280,883.88 5.8
10% 90,998 $ 3,227,982.95 $ 2,246,528.89 $ 5,474,511.84 14.1
30% 235,551 $ 8,355,738.45 $ 5,815,212.82 $ 14,170,951.27 92.4
Source: Wright State University
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Incrementally, each additional 1000 non-resident overnight visitors lead to an 
increase of $35,473 in direct economic impact, an increase of $60,160 in total economic 
impact, and an increase in jobs of 1.7. The incremental estimates, which are based on 
attendance and not a specific time frame, are presented for comparison in Table 19.
Table 19. Comparison of Increments of Non-Residlent Overnight Attendance
Non-Resident
Overnight
Attendance Direct Impact Indirect Impact
Total Economic 
Impact
Change
■i-.r-
1000 $ 35,473.19 $ 24,687.72 $ 60,160.92
2000 $ 70,946.38 $ 49,375.45 $ 120,321.83
5000 $ 177,365.96 $ 123,438.62 $ 300,804.58
10000 $ 354,731.92 $ 246,877.24 $ 601,609.16 17.00
Source: Wright State University
The RIMS II economic impact estimates presented in this report are based on an 
estimate of the number of overnight visitors and the impact they have through hotel and 
miscellaneous expenditures. The calculations for the 5% and 10% growth rates for 
heritage tourism are much more conservative than Stock’s estimates, but they are 
believed to represent more realistic short to medium-term changes in attendance rates for 
the DAHNHP.
MGM2 ECONOMIC IMPACT ESTIMATES
The most recent MGM2 results provided by Michigan State University were 
completed for 2001 and result in a total economic impact of $3.58 million in sales, $1.33
32million in personal income, and $2.1 million in value added due to the DAHNHP. Since
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the parks are relatively new, default parameters for the numbers of local day visitors, 
non-local day visitors, hotel visitors, and camp visitors are used. The estimates are 
detained by data gathered from similar national parks .The methodology includes 
expenditures by local residents, which is not considered an economic impact for this 
study. Multipliers for a small metro area are used.
The MGM2 method, although easy to implement, may result in less accurate 
estimates, especially in newer parks where survey and historic data are not available, 
resulting in the use of estimates for variables where specific park data is not available.
The multipliers are based on the characteristics of the surrounding region. In addition, all 
economic activity is included, and the impact of resident and non-resident spending is 
included. For example, a resident couple may have chosen to spend a Saturday visiting 
the parks, afterwards eating a meal in a downtown restaurant. They may also have chosen 
to see a movie, spending roughly the same amount of money. The money is spent in the 
Dayton economy regardless of the decision of the residents, and therefore the relative 
impacts are less than the impact of new money entering the region from non-resident 
visitors. There are cases where a resident’s visit to the parks may substitute for an out-of- 
town visit, meaning that the area may realize a greater economic impact from the 
additional expenditures. The MGM2 estimates in Tables 20 and 21 result in a smaller 
relative impact from local park visitors as compared to non-resident park visitors.
Using the MGM2 short form methodology, estimates for total attendance of
40,000 are produced, in addition to estimates for increments of 10,000. Table 20 displays 
the estimated impact for 40,000 attendees using historic site-low spending estimates and 
small metro area multipliers. Table 21 displays the incremental results for every
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additional 10,000 attendees. NR-Day refers to non-resident day visitors, Motel refers to 
non-resident overnight visitors, and Camp refers to non-resident camping visitors.
T-iiofs M2 Short Form Estima > . -W
Local NR-Day Motel Camp Total
Spending captured $ 52.37 $ 299.32 $ 357.36 $ 48.86 $ 705 S3
Direct Economic effects
Sales ($000's) $ 52.37 $ 299.32 $ 357.36 5 48.86 $ 705.53
Personal Income ($000's) $ 18.18 $ 103.90 $ 124.04 $ 16.96 $ 244.90
Jobs 1.38 7.89 9.42 1.29 18.60
Value added ($000's) $ 27.54 $ 157.44 $ 187.96 $ 25.70 $ 371.10
Total Economic Effects
Sales ($000's) $ 75.59 $ 432.04 $ 515.82 $ 70.52 $ 1,018.38
Personal Income ($000's) $ 26.56 $ 151.81 $ 181.25 $ 24.78 $ 357.85
Jobs 1.73 9.91 11.83 1.62 23.35
Value added ($000's) $ 42.03 $ 240.25 $ 286.83 $ 39.21 $ 566.29
Source: Michigan State University, NPS MGM2 Methodology, Short Form
TtiLji ‘2'L timates for Increrm ot
Local NR-Day Motel Camp Total
Spending captured $ 13.09 $ 74.83 $ 89.34 $ 12.21 $ 176.38
Direct Economic effects
Sales ($000's) $ 13.09 $ 74.83 $ 89.34 $ 12.21 $ i '7;
Personal Income ($000's) $ 4.54 $ 25.97 $ 31.01 $ 4.24 $ &
Jobs 0.35 1.97 2.36 0.32 4.65
Value added ($000's) $ 6.89 $ 39.36 $ 46.99 $ 6.42 $ 92,77
Total Economic Effects
Sales ($000's) $ 18.90 $ 108.01 $ 128.95 $ 17.63 $ £.f54.£9
Personal Income ($000's) $ 6.64 $ 37.95 $ 45.31 $ 6.19 $ ).46
Jobs 0.43 2.48 2.96 0.40 5.84
Value added ($000's) $ 10.51 $ 60.06 $ 71.71 $ 9.80 $ 141.57
Source: Michigan State University, NPS MGM2 Methodology, Short Form
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Given attendance of 40,000 visitors including 8,000 overnight motel visitors, the 
estimated impacts include a direct impact of $0,706 million, a total impact of $1,018 
million, and total job creation of 23.35. Each additional increment of 10,000 visitors, 
including 2,000 overnight motel visitors, is estimated to lead to a direct impact of $0,176 
million, a total impact of $0,254 million, and a change in jobs of 5.84. The estimates are 
higher than the previous RIMS II estimates due primarily to the MGM2 inclusion of local 
and non-resident day visitors. It should be reiterated that these estimates are based on 
approximated data, since assumptions have been made with regard to visitor data, 
multipliers, and unit spending.
Table 22 compares the RIMS II estimates with the MGM2 estimates. An 
increment of 2,000 non-resident overnight motel visitors is chosen for comparison, 
meaning that the calculated impacts are due to an additional 2,000 non-resident overnight 
motel visitors. Since the RIMS II methodology applied in this report only considers 
overnight non-resident visitors, the same group is isolated in the MGM2 estimates so as 
to provide a more balanced comparison of the two approaches for this case.
i ,:i t C h a n g e  in Non-Resident Overnght Attends : • :: t  j ». >
Methodology Direct Impact Indirect Impact
Total Economic 
Impact Jobs Created
RIMS II $ 70,946.38 $ 49,375.45 $ 120,321.83 3.40
MGM2 $ 89,339.37 $ 39,614.44 $ 128,953.81 2.96
Source: Wright State University
The differences in the impact estimates are based on the application of different 
multipliers and expenditure estimates. The direct economic impact estimate for the 
MGM2 methodology is greater due to a higher per person estimated expenditures. The
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indirect impact is greater when using the RIMS II methodology due to a higher total 
economic impact multiplier. Differences in the estimates may also be due in part to the 
availability of specific park data. The DAHNHP is a relatively new institution, therefore 
historic data are not readily available. Since the data are not available, the MGM2 
estimates must rely on data from similar parks.
DYNAMIC AND LONG TERM ECONOMIC IMPACTS
The long term impacts of the July 2003 Inventing Flight Celebrations are difficult 
to measure, and certainly will have some future impacts on attendance. The large degree 
of media attention surrounding the events of 2003 may also have a positive effect on 
short-term attendance, greater than the estimated growth rate of 10%. However, it may 
also be just as likely to see a drop in interest due to the completion of the Centennial 
Celebration of 2003.
The activities supported and managed by Inventing Flight have had several 
dynamic effects. These effects include future economic impacts due to the presence of 
the National Park Service, and the property value and property tax benefits due to the 
improvements to the Wright Dunbar Village. The park improvements also give 
additional reasons for the estimated 1.5 million annual Air Force Museum visitors to 
extend their visits, leading to additional expenditures in the area.
The increased regional and national exposure of Dayton due to Inventing Flight 
could generate additional business interest in the Dayton area. According to the WSU 
Inventing Flight Survey, non-resident respondents generally thought that Inventing Flight 
had created an image of Dayton as a high tech area, giving a rating of 3.43 on a scale of 1
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(low) to 5 (high). If the image of Dayton as a high tech area is at least maintained or 
preferably improved, then infrastructure improvements and community support can be 
leveraged to improve the Dayton region’s economic condition.
Inventing Flight has created a foundation from which future benefits may be 
realized through continued efforts. Increasing economic impacts are realized through 
annual increases in non-resident park attendance. However, there may be difficulties in 
attracting the high number of desired tourists as used in the University of Dayton 
estimates. A growth rate above 30% will be required to reach 500,000 visitors over the 
next 10 years.
MARKETING IMPACT
A news clipping service has tracked media impressions related to Inventing Flight 
through 2002 and 2003. In 2002, there were 44,377,695 print impressions primarily from 
Ohio newspapers. From January 2, 2003 to July 31, 2003, there were 52,685,786 total 
print impressions, which does not include impressions gained from the Inventing Flight 
website. The news impressions were primarily from regional media sources with some 
national coverage. According to the clipping service, Inventing Flight received over $1.5 
million in advertising equivalencies for the broadcast coverage in Dayton, Cincinnati, and 
Columbus during 2003.33 Inventing Flight also advertised in USA Today, Smithsonian, 
National Geographic, as well as other national publications.34 Education kits have also 
been created and distributed nationally.
One of Inventing Flight’s goals was to improve Dayton’s image in the eyes of 
residents and non-residents alike. The subjective questions on the WSU Inventing Flight
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Survey have helped provide guidance on whether or not his goal was met. Table 23 gives 
the results of the subjective questions, which were presented in Section IV.
Vofe 23. -suits From Subjective Ques: -.a
Has Inventing flight:
Non-
Resident
Park
Visitor
Resident
Park
Visitor
Non-Resident 
Visited No 
Parks
Resident 
Visited No
Par’-'..
Increased Awareness of Aviation 4.07 3.73 3.58 3.66
Placed Dayton on the Map 3.93 4.00 3.85 3.99
Image of Dayton as a High Tech Area 3.28 3.62 3.46 3.50
t - V : o / s  r -ck  cv V 'r;.v.) (o 3 <Vr3/y
Source: WSU Inventing Flight Survey
Traditional marketing methods have and should continue to be employed to 
attract visitors to the DAHNHP. After park visitors arrive, the DAHNHP serves as a 
non-traditional marketing medium for the Dayton area. It is at the DAHNHP where many 
new non-resident visitors will be exposed to Dayton and its rich history. If the experience 
at the parks is one that individuals leave feeling a greater awareness of aviation, 
understanding Dayton’s history, and believing that the Dayton area has a strong 
technological base, then the DAHNHP has succeeded in marketing the Dayton area.
Park visitors clearly gave higher scores when compared to non-park visitors. It 
must be taken into consideration that Question 13 on the WSU Inventing Flight Survey 
asked for events and activities that the visitor had visited or planned to visit. Therefore, it 
can not be conclusively stated that the park experiences themselves led to the higher 
subjective scores. It can be inferred that those who visited or planned to visit the 
DAHNHP areas may have been more attracted to the historical aspects of the parks, or
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had a greater knowledge of the Wright Brothers, leading to more enthusiastic responses 
to the questions.
Given the higher responses by park visitors to the subjective questions, it could be 
observed that Dayton’s image has improved. The parks are a representation of the Dayton 
area’s history and can be considered to be a reflection of the region. The high marks 
given by park-visitors, specifically those visiting all four parks, possibly demonstrates 
that the efforts increase aviation awareness, place Dayton on the map, and show Dayton 
as a high tech area have succeeded with respect to the centennial celebration in July. The 
improvements in Dayton’s image may lead to increased tourism as well as increased 
business investment from outside the Dayton area.
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VI. THE FUTURE: NATIONAL AVIATION HERITAGE AREA DESIGNATION
A potential future economic impact for the Dayton area is the National Heritage 
Area designation. National Heritage Areas are selected by the United States Congress. 
This designation recognizes places, “...where natural, cultural, historic, and recreational 
resources combine to form a cohesive, nationally distinctive landscape arising from 
patterns of human activity shaped by geography.” After designation, the NPS gives 
technical and financial assistance. Communities benefit from the designation through 
perpetuating “educational and inspirational opportunities.” They also generate 
community pride in its own history. Future generations are defined through exposure to 
preserved cultural and historic artifacts. The educational benefits also lead to 
inspirational possibilities.37
National Heritage Areas can be local, state, or federal in organization. They are 
funded through the National Park Service, but management and control is local. To date, 
Congress has designated 23 National Heritage Areas throughout the United States.
38National Heritage Areas are ways to conserve history through preservation activities.
Four factors must be met before congressional designation. First, a 
sustainability/feasibility study must be completed. Second, the public must be involved 
in the study. Third, the area’s residents must show widespread support for the 
designation. Fourth, residents, governments, industry, and private organizations must
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show a commitment to the proposed National Heritage Area.39 A more detailed 
presentation of the criteria is included in Appendix D
The Dayton Aviation Heritage Commission is exploring several options of 
developing a National Heritage Area. Due to the existing infrastructure improvements 
created in part for DAHNHP and inventing Flight, the area is capable of supporting 
increases in tourism. The commission specifically mentions the efforts of Inventing 
Flight, which created a “.. .package designed to attract tourists to the Celebration of the 
Centennial of Flight in 2003.” Inventing Flight demonstrated the successful utilization of 
the infrastructure improvements to handle increases in tourism.40
Inventing Flight was actively involved in lobbying for the DAHNHP.
Sculimbrene notes, “Inventing Flight was instrumental in bringing the issue to the 
attention of the congressional delegation. We would not have their attention without 
Inventing Flight.” If Congress designates the Dayton region as a National Heritage Area, 
over $10 million in federal funding and $10 million in non-federal matched funding 
would be expected over a 15-year period. Because of the designation, Sculimbrene also 
expects additional funds to enter the region from other sources.41 Along with the 
additional funding, increased heritage tourism can also be expected. Consistent with prior 
findings, other economic impacts would include increases in property values and business 
activity.
The Dayton region has an abundance of support from several private and 
government organizations. Funds have come from the Department of Defense, the 
Department of the Interior, and Housing and Urban Development as well as private 
donors such as the Mathile Community Fund. Inventing Flight’s past success gives
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optimistic cause for the opportunity to achieve National Heritage Area designation and 
grow heritage tourism in the Dayton region. The long-term impacts of Inventing Flight 
include the potential for increased heritage tourism due to higher public awareness and 
the successful test of the existing infrastructure. The dedication shown by Inventing 
Flight and its partners demonstrates the community involvement required for National 
Heritage Area designation.
The Report of the Governor’s Task Force on Historic Preservation and Heritage 
Tourist states that Heritage tourism is expected to grow at a rate of 30% annually over the 
next several years. The TLA has provided estimates at a more conservative 6% for 2002. 
Compared to traditional tourists, heritage tourists tend to visit longer, are more educated, 
and spend 62% more money. 42 The New Jersey Historic Trust has created a heritage 
tourist profile, which defines the average heritage tourist as middle aged, married, well 
educated, and is considered middle to upper income. Heritage trips tend to be longer 
with larger groups or families participating. The aging baby boomer population is 
enlarging the primary target market for heritage tourism. When compared to all New 
Jersey travelers, heritage tourists have spent 17% more on day trips and 60.5% more per 
trip on overnight trips.43 If as the TIA states that heritage tourism is a fast growing 
segment of the market, seeking National Heritage Area designation through using the 
area’s aviation heritage equity could result in significant long-term benefits to the 
regional economy.
The improvements in Dayton’s image due to the efforts of Inventing Flight and 
the DAHNHP have given reason to strive for National Aviation Heritage Area 
Designation. These legacy effects, which also include the infrastructure improvements
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and the DAHNHP, serve as long-term benefits to the Dayton area, making it a more 
attractive region for business development. In addition, the synergies created through the 
Inventing Flight Celebrations process provide a roadmap for managing future public 
projects. Sculimbrene notes that one of the greatest accomplishments of the Centennial 
Celebration process was the successful cooperation of all of the involved parties.
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VII. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This report has presented calculations of the economic impacts of visitors to the 
DAHNHP areas from both historical and forecasted estimate perspectives. It was found 
that DAHNHP visitors exhibit a profile similar to that detailed in other heritage tourism 
studies. In addition, the inclusion of the WSU Inventing Flight Survey data of the 
experiences of attendees has added an interesting and important perspective to the 
analysis, specifically with respect to gauging the success of improving Dayton’s image. 
In addition, the inclusion of long-term analysis is important because it provides a more 
accurate view of the economic impact of an event or project. The results from the REMS 
II methodology were similar to the MGM2 methodology results, providing additional 
confidence in the accuracy of the economic impact estimates. However, the accuracy of 
the attendance growth estimates from which the economic impacts are estimated will be 
integral in measuring the overall accuracy of this study.
Impact estimates of the DAHNHP were calculated using the RIMS II 
methodology, specifically using hotel sector multipliers, an average of retail trade, eating 
and drinking, and amusement spending multipliers, and estimated non-resident overnight 
attendance. The direct impact of non-resident overnight park visitor expenditures from 
1994 to 2003 is estimated at $2.86 million with $0,645 million of the impact due to 2003 
attendance. The cumulative total economic impact from 1994 to 2003 is estimated at 
$4.85 million with $1.09 million of the impact to 2003 attendance.
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The estimates for the projected economic impact of the DAHNHP are based on 
several possible growth rates for attendance. The growth rates believed to be more 
realistic include a lower boundary of 5% and an upper boundary of 10%. The projected 
direct impact estimates from 2004 to 2010 include $2.52 million at a 5% growth in non­
resident attendance to $3.23 million at 10% growth in non-resident park attendance. The 
projected cumulative total economic impact estimates due to expenditures of non-resident 
overnight park visitors range from $4.28 million at 5% growth to $5.47 million at 10% 
growth.
The long-term success of the DAHNHP relies on annual growth in attendance to 
the parks and continued marketing efforts to attract new visitors. Some factors may prove 
to hinder attendance growth, especially if viable solutions to problems are not developed. 
One potential hindrance to growth is the geographic separation of some of the park sites. 
Although the Wright Cycle Company and the Paul Lawrence Dunbar House are located 
in close proximity, Carillon Historic Park, and the Huffman Prairie flying field are 
located outside of walking distance of the other parks. The locations of the parks require 
navigation by the visitor, which may prove to add aggravation and confusion, leading to 
early termination of an overnight visit. Abundant signage and bus service could reduce 
these difficulties.
Another concern involves the long-term sustainability of the high numbers of 
visitors observed in July 2003. Will the interest in the aviation related parks remain after 
the centennial celebration activities are completed in December 2003? Given the 
continued success of the Air Force Museum, it may not seem to be too great a difficulty. 
However, an important consideration will be how much future park attendance will
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reflect the short term draw of the Centennial Flight anniversary. In addition, the 
attendance estimates used to calculate economic impacts in the University of Dayton 
study are much higher than historic attendance figures, and may not lead to realistic 
economic impact estimates.
To improve attendance, the DAHNHP should continue developing strong 
partnerships with the Air Force Museum and other aviation related attractions in the 
region. In order to maintain the success of the DAHNHP, a marketing strategy should be 
developed that outlines the processes and partnerships that will be undertaken. Although 
not directly involved in marketing activities, the DAHNHP needs to develop partnerships 
that will ensure the success of aviation related attractions in the Dayton area. Furthering 
partnerships with other aviation related organizations, media outlets, and museums 
should help to create a foundation for future marketing efforts. Additionally, efforts 
towards neighborhood revitalization and Heritage Area designation should be continued.
Finally, the DAHNHP should engage in scientific surveying of visitors to 
determine any changing patterns in the demographics of park visitors. In addition to 
changing patterns, the DAHNHP should look for changes in the experiences of visitors, 
using the results to develop and implement improvements. By knowing how attendees 
felt about their visit, changes can be made to improve the experiences of future attendees, 
thereby leading to increases in attendance as experience improves. The surveying should 
be as statistically sound as possible, including consistent yet random surveying activities. 
The instrument used for the WSU survey would make for a good foundation for the new 
DAHNHP survey.
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The economic impact estimates of Inventing Flight suggest that the success of 
DAHHNP areas will extend far into the future, resulting in permanent improvements to 
the Dayton region including economic inflows from heritage tourists. The DAHNHP 
demonstrates an Inventing Flight success, improving the area’s image through promoting 
aviation heritage. The DAHNHP provides a focal point of education in an historical 
context. Based on the responses to the WSU Inventing Flight Survey, the DAHNHP 
should continue to provide positive experiences for visitors. In addition, the synergies 
created between the participating organizations are of special importance. As noted by 
Sculimbrene, one of the greatest accomplishments has been the synergistic process 
through which the celebration activities were planned and implemented, establishing an 
efficient and highly productive approach to public projects that should be integrated into 
future projects.
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APPENDIX A
WSU INVENTING FLIGHT VISITOR SURVEY INSTRUMENT
WSU team member data entry. Date survey administered, team member identifier, and 
event where survey conducted.
Question 1. Are you attending this [event/activity] as part of the Inventing Flight 
Celebration?
YES/NO
If NO, have you attended this event or visited here previously?
HAVE/HAVE NOT
If HAVE, how many times in the past five years?
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, >5
Question 2. How many people are in your group?
Question 3. What are their ages? (Select all that apply)
12 AND UNDER
13-19
20-30
31-54
55 AND ABOVE 
Question 4. What is your zip code?
Question 5. Do you live in one of the following Ohio Counties?
MONTGOMERY
GREEN
DARKE
PREBLE
MIAMI
CLARK
WARREN
BUTLER
NO
Question 6. Did you alter your vacation plans to attend this year’s Inventing Flight 
activities in Dayton?
YES/NO
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Question 7. How many nights will you spend in the Dayton area?
Question 8. Where are you staying while in the Dayton area?
WITH FAMILY OR FRIENDS 
IN A MOTEL/HOTEL 
IN A CAMPGROUND 
OTHER (SPECIFY)
Question 9. How many miles, one way, did you travel to attend Inventing Flight 
activities?
25 OR LESS 
26-100 
101-200 
201-300 
301-500 
501-1000 
1001-2000 
2001 AND ABOVE
Question 10. Approximately what is your group’s expected total budget (excluding 
travel) for Inventing Flight activities?
$0-$49
$50499
$1004149
$1504199
$2004299
$3004399
$4004599
$6004799
$80041200
$120042000
>$2000
DON’T KNOW
Question 11. If this spending (from question 10) is over and above your normal vacation 
and entertainment budget, how many extra dollars are you soending on Inventing Flighty 
activities?
$0 (NOT OVER)
$1499
$1004199
$2004399
$4004599
$600 OR ABOVE
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Question 12. Other Inventing Flight activities and other Dayton-area attractions that you 
attended or plan to attend, include... (Select all that apply)
Inventing Flight Activities
AIAA.ICAS SYMPOSIUM 
AIR SHOW
BALLOON CELEBRATION 
BLACK CULTURAL FESTIVAL 
BLIMP MEET
CARILLON HISTORIC PARK 
CELEBRATION CENTRAL/DEED’S POINT 
CITYFOLK FESTIVAL 
CLOSING CEREMONIES 
DUNBAR MEMORIAL
NATIONAL AVIATION HOMECOMMING HALL OF FAME 
HUFFMAN PRAIRIE AND INTERPRETIVE CENTER 
INDEPENDENCE CELEBRATION 
OPENING CEREMONIES 
WRIGHT DUNBAR INTERPRETIVE CENTER
Other Dayton Attractions
BOONSHOFT MUSEUM OF DISCOVERY 
DAYTON ART INSTITUTE 
FIVE RIVERS METROPARKS 
SCHUSTER CENTER 
VICTORIA THEATER
Question 13. What impact has the Inventing Flight Celebration had on your image of the 
Dayton region? Please rate on a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 being the highest.
Increased my awareness of the history of aviation and the Wright Brothers. 1 to 5
Helped to put Dayton “on the map.” 1 to 5
Projected Dayton as an attractive high-tech location. 1 to 5
Question 14. On a scale of 1 to 10, with 10 being the highest, how would you rate your 
overall experience?
1 to 10
Question 15. To better gauge the overall impact of Inventing Flight, may we call you 
later this summer to ask for your overall assessment?
NO
PHONE NUMBER 
CONTACT’S FIRST NAME
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APPENDIX B 
LEAKAGES
Leakages occur when money flows from one region to another through some kind 
of economic transaction. Loomis and Walsh include items that are imported for resale 
within a region, and the taxes, rents, and interest paid outside of a region.44 Rural 
economies tend to suffer higher leakage than more developed communities due to the 
lower manufacturing capacity and resulting higher need for imported products.45
The Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) calculates multipliers for RIMS II 
estimations. To calculate the multipliers, the BEA accounts for personal incomes of those 
who work within one region but live in another. The BEA considers leakages from taxes 
and savings due to consumption and also applies a region’s industrial infrastructure and 
other economic attributes in the calculation of a region’s multipliers. The BEA states that 
empirical evidence exists to similarly compare the accuracy of RIMS II estimates with 
those derived through more expensive means.46
Leakages beyond what are accounted for in RIMS II multipliers may occur during 
special events, especially where large numbers of extraregional vendors engage in 
economic activity. Examples of these events include fairs and festivals.47 In some cases, 
specifically in rural circumstances, the leakages can be quite substantial. Since the 
DAHNHP is a permanent regional fixture, visitor spending interaction with primarily 
local restaurants, gas stations, hotels, and other vendors result in leakages already 
accounted within the RIMS II methodology.
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APPENDIX C
HISTORIC ECONOMIC IMPACT WORKSHEETS
TabSe C l. Economic Impact from Hotel Expenditures, 1994 - 2003
Year
l ia l
Attendance Direct Impact Indirect Impact Total Impact
Change 
in Jobs Income
1994 2,333 $ 7,832.86 $ 5,627.91 $ 13,460.77 0.3 $ 'V.;M -or.
1995 40,408 $ 135,666.60 $ 97,476.45 $ 233,143.05 5.4 $ 69,678.37
1996 39,362 $ 132,154.74 $ 94,953.18 $ 227,107.92 -0.1 $ 67,874.67
1997 34,706 $ 116,522.60 $ 83,721.49 $ 200,244.08 -0.7 $ 59.---'it
1998 38,308 $ 128,616.02 $ 92,410.61 $ 221,026.63 0.5 $ 66,057.19
1999 32,862 $ 110,331.51 $ 79,273.19 $ 189,604.71 -0.8 $ L-J;c
2000 36,038 $ 120,994.68 $ 86,934.68 $ 207,929.36 0.5 $
2001 48,371 $ 162,401.73 $ 116,685.64 $ 279,087.38 1.8 $
2002 39,635 $ 133,071.32 $ 95,611.74 $ 228,683.06 -1.3 $ Y5.' ■
2003 90,883 $ 305,132.34 $ 219,237.59 $ 524,369.93 7.3 $ 156,715.97
Cummulative 402,906 $ 1,352,724.40 $ 971,932.48 $ 2,324,656.89 13.0 $ 694,759.25
Source: Wright State University
Table C2. Economic Impact from Miscellaneous Expenditures, 1994 - 2003
Year
----- Total
Attendance Direct Impact Indirect Impact Total Impact
Change 
in Jobs Income
1994 2,333 $ 8,718.93 $ 5,891.38 $ 14,610.31 0.5 $
1995 40,408 $ 151,013.55 $ 102,039.86 $ 253,053.41 7.5 $ 74,525.19
1996 39,362 $ 147,104.42 $ 99,398.46 $ 246,502.88 -0.2 ip 7m i t  r .
1997 34,706 $ 129,703.93 $ 87,640.94 $ 217,344.87 -0.9 $ 'j CS-.SS
1998 38,308 $ 143,165.39 $ 96,736.85 $ 239,902.24 0.7 $ 70,652.12
1999 32,862 $ 122,812.50 $ 82,984.40 $ 205,796.90 -1.1 $ 60,607.97
2000 36,038 $ 134,681.90 $ 91,004.56 $ 225,686.47 0.6 $ 66,465.52
2001 48,371 $ 180,773.03 $ 122,148.33 $ 302,921.36 2.4 $ 89,211.49
2002 39,635 $ 148,124.68 $ 100,087.85 $ 248,212.53 -1.7 $ 73,099.53
2003 90,883 $ 339,649.69 $ 229,501.29 $ 569,150.98 10.1 $ 167,617.12
Cummulative 402,906 $ 1,505,748.01 $ 1,017,433.93 $ 2,523,181.94 17.9 $ 743,086.64
Source: Wright State University
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Table C3. Total Economic Impact of the DAHNHP, 1994 - 2003
Year Attendance Direct Impact Indirect Impact Total Impact
Change in 
Jobs Income
1994 2,333 $ 16,55179 $ 11,519.29 $ 28,07108 0.8 $ 8,325.75
1995 40,408 $ 286,680.15 $ 199,516.31 $ 486,196.46 12.9 $ v ;
1996 39,362 $ 279,259.16 $ 194,35164 $ 473,610.80 -0.4 $ 140,470.71
1997 34,706 $ 246,226.52 $ 171,362.43 $ 417,588.95 -1.6 $ ■ , ■;
1998 38,308 $ 271,781.41 $ 189,147.47 $ 460,928.88 12 $ 136,709.31
1999 32,862 $ 233,144.01 $ 162,257.60 $ 395,40161 -19 $ ■ - - i
2000 36,038 $ 255,676.58 $ 177,939.24 $ 433,615.82 11 $ 128,608.39
2001 48,371 $ 343,174.76 $ 238,833.98 $ 582,008.74 4.2 $ 172,62102
2002 39,635 $ 281,196.00 $ 195,699.59 $ 476,895.58 -3.0 $ 141,444.96
2003 90,883 $ 644,782.03 $ 448,738.88 $ 1,093,520.91 17.4 $ - * /. ■ 1 ;
Cummulative 402,906 $ 2,858,472.41 $ 1,989,366.41 $ 4,847,838.83 30.9 $ 1,437,845.90
Source: Wright State University
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APPENDIX D
PROJECTED ECONOMIC IMPACT WORKSHEETS
V-r.tis . : Tomic Impact from Hotel Expenditures, 2.5% Grow;';-:, in ..-.-■■•■■■■jal Ai ■: * ■ d .
Year
Non-resident
Overnight
Attendance Direct Impact Indirect Impact Total Impact
Change in 
Jobs Income
2004 8,328 $ 139,808.05 $ 100,452.09 $ 240,260.14 0.15 $ 71,805.42
2005 8,537 $ 143,303.25 $ 102,963.39 $ 246,266.64 0.15 $ 73,600.55
2000 8,750 $ 146,885.83 $ 105,537.47 $ 252,423.31 0.15 $ 75,440.56
2007 8,969 $ 150,557.98 $ 108,175.91 $ 258,733.89 0.16 $ Y /:...:
2008 9,193 $ 154,321.93 $ 110,880.31 $ 265,202.24 0.16 $ 79,259.74
2009 9,423 $ 158,179.98 $ 113,652.31 $ 271,832.29 0.16 $ 81,241.24
2010 9,658 $ 162,134.48 $ 116,493.62 $ 278,628.10 0.17 $ 83,272.27
Cummulative 62,857 $ 1,055,191.50 $ 758,155.09 $ 1,813,346.60 1.10 $ 541,946.36
Source: Wright State University
Table D2. Economic Impact from Hotel Expenditures, 5% Growth in Annual Attendance
Year
Non-resident
Overnight
Attendance Direct Impact Indirect Impact Total Impact
Change in 
Jobs Income
2004 8,740 $ 146,711.13 $ 105,411.94 $ 252,123.07 0.30 $ 75,350.83
2005 9,176 $ 154,046.68 $ 110,682.54 $ 264,729.22 0.31 $ 79,118.38
2006 9,635 $ 161,749.02 $ 116,216.67 $ 277,965.68 0.33 $ 83,074.29
2007 10,117 $ 169,836.47 $ 122,027.50 $ 291,863.97 0.34 $ 87,228.01
2008 10,623 $ 178,328.29 $ 128,128.88 $ 306,457.17 0.36 $ 91,589.41
2009 11,154 $ 187,244.71 $ 134,535.32 $ 321,780.03 0.38 $ 96,168.88
2010 11,712 $ 196,606.94 $ 141,262.09 $ 337,869.03 0.40 $ 100,977.32
Cummulative 71,157 $ 1,194,523.23 $ 858,264.94 $ 2,052,788.17 2.42 $ 613,507.13
Source: Wright State University
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TabY 'l -l.. Impact from Hotel Expenditures, 10% Grov.-Yi in .YViuJ Ydefe-i-r.r.-s
Year
Non-resident
Overnight
Attendance Direct Impact Indirect Impact Total Impact
Change in 
Jobs Income
2004 9,592 $ 161,016.29 $ 115,690.21 $ 276,706.50 0.62 $ 82,697.97
2005 10,551 $ 177,117.92 $ 127,259.23 $ 304,377.15 0.69 $ 90,967.76
2006 11,606 $ 194,829.71 $ 139,985.15 $ 334,814.86 0.75 $ 100,064.54
2007 12,767 $ 214,312.69 $ 153,983.66 $ 368,296.35 0.83 $ 110,071.00
2008 14,043 $ 235,743.95 $ 169,382.03 $ 405,125.98 0.91 $ 121,078.09
2009 15,447 $ 259,318.35 $ 186,320.23 $ 445,638.58 1.00 $ 133,185.90
2010 16,992 $ 285,250.18 $ 204,952.26 $ 490,202.44 1.11 $ 146,504.49
Cummulative 90,998 $ 1,527,589.10 $ 1,097,572.77 $ 2,625,161.87 5.92 $ 784,569.76
Source: Wright State University
-■Y:':: * .v-'c Impact from Hotel Expenditures, 30% Grov , . • - :Y ■..
Year
Non-residen!
Overnight
Attendance Direct Impact Indirect Impact Total Impact
Change in 
Jobs Incomi
2004 13,397 $ 224,890.52 $ 161,583.84 $ 386,474.37 2.21 $ 115,503.77
2005 17,416 $ 292,357.68 $ 210,058.99 $ 502,416.68 2.88 $ 150,154.91
2006 22,640 $ 380,064.99 $ 273,076.69 $ 653,141.68 3.74 $ 195,201.38
2007 29,432 $ 494,084.48 $ 354,999.70 $ 849,084.18 4.86 $ .I! Yi ?
2008 38,262 $ 642,309.83 $ 461,499.61 $ 1,103,809.44 6.32 $ 329,890.33
2009 49,741 $ 835,002.77 $ 599,949.49 $ 1,434,952.27 8.21 $ 428,857.42
2010 64,663 * 1,085,503.61 $ 779,934.34 $ 1,865,437.95 10.68 $ 557,514.65
Cummulative 235,551 $ 3,954,213.88 $ 2,841,102.67 $ 6,795,316.55 38.89 $ 2,030,884.25
Source: Wright State University
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Tib!-;- L'£. Economic impact from Miscellaneous Expenditures, 2.5% Grc Y. r  _ m-,;, ; -xc.;n..
Year
Non-resident
Overnight
Attendance Direct Impact Indirect Impact Total Impact
Change in 
Jobs Income
2004 8,328 $ 155,623.49 $ 105,154.79 $ 260,778.29 0.20 $
2005 8,537 $ 159,514.08 $ 107,783.66 $ 267,297.74 0.20 $
2006 8,750 $ 163,501.93 $ 110,478.26 $ 273,980.19 0.21 $ 80,688.20
2007 8,969 $ 167,589.48 $ 113,240.21 $ 280,829.69 0.22 $ 82,705.41
2008 9,193 $ 171,779.22 $ 116,071.22 $ 287,850.43 0.22 $ 84,773.04
2009 9,423 $ 176,073.70 $ 118,973.00 $ 295,046.69 0.23 $ 86,892.37
2010 9,658 $ 180,475.54 $ 121,947.32 $ 302,422.86 0.23 $ 89,064.68
Cummulative 62,857 $ 1,174,557.44 $ 793,648.46 $ 1,968,205.90 1.51 $ 579,644.10
Source: Wright State University
l  I . c . .-/nic Impact from Miscellaneous Expenditures, 5% Grov ■ y: 1 ■
Year
Non-resident
Overnight
Attendance Direct Impact Indirect Impact Total Impact
Change in 
Jobs Income
2004 8,740 $ 163,307.46 $ 110,346.85 Y 273,654.31 0.41 $ 80,592.23
2005 9,176 $ 171,472.83 $ 115,864.19 $ 287,337.03 0.43 $ 84,621.84
2006 9,635 $ 180,046.47 $ 121,657.40 $ 301,703.88 0.45 $ 88,852.94
2007 10,117 $ 189,048.80 $ 127,740.27 $ 316,789.07 0.47 $ 93,295.58
2008 10,623 $ 198,501.24 $ 134,127.29 $ 332,628.53 0.50 $ 7,960.36
2009 11,154 $ 208,426.30 $ 140,833.65 $ 349,259.95 0.52 $ 102,858.38
2010 11,712 $ 218,847.62 $ 147,875.33 $ 366,722.95 0.55 $ 108,001.30
Cummulative 71,157 $ 1,329,650.72 $ 898,444.99 $ 2,228,095.71 3.34 $ 656,182.63
Source: Wright State University
65
'i Uj.z fY  , Economic Impact from w : i -s..i n :  hJ \ if i i % ' /■:: • «r' '•< - ' *. ■1
Year
Non-Resident
Overnight
Attendance Direct Impact Indirect Impact Total Impact
Change in 
Jobs Incom
2004 9,592 $ 179,230.86 $ 121,106.29 $ 300,337.16 0.86 $ 88,450.43
2005 10,551 $ 197,153.95 $ 133,216.92 $ 330,370.87 0.94 $ 97,295.47
2006 11,606 $ 216,869.34 $ 146,538.62 $ 363,407.96 1.04 $ 107,025.02
2007 12,767 $ 238,556.28 $ 161,192.48 $ 399,748.76 1.14 $ 117,727.52
2008 14,043 $ 262,411.91 $ 177,311.73 $ 439,723.63 1.26 $ 129,500.28
2009 15,447 $ 288,653.10 $ 195,042.90 $ 483,696.00 1.38 $ 142,450.30
2010 16,992 $ 317,518.41 $ 214,547.19 $ 532,065.59 1.52 $ 156,695.33
C urn m ulative 90,998 $ 1,700,393.85 $ 1,148,956.12 $ 2,849,349.97 8.14 $ 839,144.36
Source: Wright State University
Table D8. Economic Impact from Miscellaneous Expenditures,30% Growth in Annual Attendance
Year
Non-Resident
Overnight
Attendance Direct Impact Indirect Impact Total Impact
Change in 
Jobs lncom<
2004 13,397 $ 250,330.71 $ 169,148.46 $ 419,479.17 3.04 $ 123,538.21
2005 17,416 $ 325,429.92 $ 219,893.00 $ 545,322.92 3.96 $ 160,599.87
2006 22,640 $ 423,058.90 $ 285,860.90 $ 708,919.80 5.14 $ 208,779.57
2007 29,432 $ 549,976.57 $ 371,619.17 $ 921,595.74 6.69 $ 271,41
2008 38,262 $ 714,969.54 $ 483,104.92 $ 1,198,074.46 8.69 $ 352,837.47
2009 49,741 $ 929,460.40 $ 628,036.39 $ 1,557,496.80 11.30 $ 458,688.71
2010 64,663 $ 1,208,298.52 $ 816,447.31 $ 2,024,745.83 14.69 $ 596,295.32
Cummulative 235,551 $ 4,401,524.57 $ 2,974,110.15 $ 7,375,634.72 53.50 $ 2,172,152.37
Source: Wright State University
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Table D9. Total Economic Impact, 2.5% Growth in Annual Attendance
Year
Non-resident
Overnight
Attendance Direct Impact Indirect Impact Total Impact
Change in 
Jobs Incomi
2004 8,328 $ 295,431.54 $ 205,606.88 $ 501,038.42 0.35 $ 148,605.61
2005 8,537 $ 302,817.33 $ 210,747.05 $ 513,564.38 0.35 $ i.
2006 8,750 $ 310,387.77 $ 216,015.73 $ 526,403.49 0.36 $ 156,128.77
2007 8,969 $ 318,147.46 $ 221,416.12 $ 539,563.58 0.37 $ Y-Y- l
2008 9,193 $ 326,101.15 $ 226,951.52 $ 553,052.67 0.38 $ ■ < /
2009 9,423 $ 334,253.67 $ 232,625.31 $ 566,878.99 0.39 $ ' ’
2010 9,658 $ 342,610.02 $ 238,440.94 $ 581,050.96 0.40 $ 172,336.95
Cummulative 62,857 $ 2,229,748.94 $ 1,551,803.55 $ 3,781,552.49 2.61 $ 1,121,590.45
Source: Wright State University
Table D10. Total Economic Impact, 5% Gro\ - :■< ir * : ~ v  „■ v._ ■
Year
Non-Resident
Overnight
Attendance Direct Impact Indirect Impact Total Impact
Change in 
Jobs Income
2004 8,740 $ 310,018.59 $ 215,758.79 $ 525,777.38 0.71 $ 155,943.07
2005 9,176 $ 325,519.52 $ 226,546.73 $ 552,066.25 0.74 $ 163,740.22
2006 9,635 $ 341,795.49 $ 237,874.07 $ 579,669.56 0.78 $ 171,927.23
2007 10,117 $ 358,885.27 $ 249,767.77 $ 608,653.04 0.82 $ 180,523.59
2008 10,623 $ 376,829.53 $ 262,256.16 $ 639,085.69 0.86 $ 189,549.77
2009 11,154 $ 395,671.01 $ 275,368.97 $ 671,039.98 0.90 $ 199,027.26
2010 11,712 $ 415,454.56 $ 289,137.42 $ 704,591.98 0.95 $ 208,978.62
Cummulative 71,157 $ 2,524,173.95 $ 1,756,709.93 $ 4,280,883.88 5.76 $ 1,269,689.76
Source: Wright State University
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Table D11. Total Economic Impact, 10% Growth in Annual Attendance
Year
Non-Resident
Overnight
Attendance Direct Impact Indirect Impact Total Impact
Change in 
Jobs Incomi
2004 9,592 $ 340,247.16 $ 236,796.50 $ 577,043.66 1.48 $ r
2005 10,551 $ 374,271.87 $ 260,476.15 $ 634,748.02 1.63 $ I
2008 11,606 $ 411,699.06 $ 286,523.77 $ 698,222.82 1.79 $
2007 12,767 $ 452,868.96 $ 315,176.14 $ 768,045.11 1.97 $
2008 14,043 $ 498,155.86 $ 346,693.76 $ 844,849.62 2.17 $ . V7.y:; ■■■„,■■; Y
2009 15,447 $ 547,971.45 $ 381,363.13 $ 929,334.58 2.39 $ 275,636.21
2010 16,992 $ 602,768.59 $ 419,499.45 $ 1,022,268.04 2.63 $ 303,199.83
Cummulative 90998 $ 3,227,982.95 $ 2,246,528.89 $ 5,474,511.84 14.06 $ 1,623,714.13
Source: Wright State University
- Li ■ '•;. 30% G rLc îr.r •:
Year
Non-Resident
Overnight
Attendance Direct Impact Indirect Impact Total Impact
Change in 
Jobs IrtCOITM
2004 13,397 $ 475,221.23 $ 330,732.30 $ 805,953.54 5.25 $
2005 17,416 $ 617,787.60 $ 429,951.99 $ 1,047,739.60 6.83 $ 310,754.57
2006 22,640 $ 803,123.89 $ 558,937.59 $ 1,362,061.48 8.88 $
2007 29,432 $ 1,044,061.05 $ 726,618.87 $ 1,770,679.92 11.54 $ 525,175.23
2008 38,262 $ 1,357,279.37 $ 944,604.53 $ 2,301,883.89 15.01 $ 682,727.79
2009 49,741 $ 1,764,463.18 $ 1,227,985.89 $ 2,992,449.06 19.51 $ 887,546.13
2010 64,663 $ 2,293,802.13 $ 1,596,381.65 $ 3,890,183.78 25.36 $ 1,153,809.97
Cummulative 235551 $ 8,355,738.45 $ 5,815,212.82 $ 14,170,951.27 92.39 $ 4,203,036.62
Source: Wright State University
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APPENDIX E
NATIONAL HERITAGE AREA DESIGNATION CRITERIA
Quoted from National Park Service, http://www.cr.nps.gov/heritageareas/REP/ 
criteria.pdf
National Heritage Area Criteria 
Critical Steps
The National Park Service has outlined four critical steps that 
need to be taken prior to congressional designation of a national 
heritage area. These steps are:
1. Completion of a suitability/feasibility study;
2. Public involvement in the suitability/feasibility study;
3. Demonstration of widespread public support among heritage area residents for the 
proposed designation; and
4. Commitment to the proposal from key constituents, which may include governments, 
industry, and private, non-profit organizations, in addition to area residents.
Suggested Criteria
The following components are helpful in assessing whether an area may qualify as a 
national heritage area.
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A suitability/feasibility study should include analysis and documentation that 
illustrates that:
1. The area has an assemblage of natural, historic, or cultural resources that
together represent distinctive aspects of American heritage worthy of 
recognition, conservation, interpretation, and continuing use, and are best 
managed as such an assemblage through partnerships among public and 
private entities, and by combining diverse and sometimes noncontiguous 
resources and active communities;
2. The area reflects traditions, customs, beliefs, and folk life that are a valuable
part of the national story;
3. The area provides outstanding opportunities to conserve natural, cultural,
historic, and/ or scenic features;
4. The area provides outstanding recreational and educational opportunities;
5. Resources that are important to the identified theme or themes of the area retain
a degree of integrity capable of supporting interpretation;
6. Residents, business interests, non-profit organizations, and governments within
the proposed area that are involved in the planning, have developed a 
conceptual financial plan that outlines the roles for all participants 
including the federal government, and have demonstrated support for 
designation of the area;
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7. The proposed management entity and units of government supporting the
designation are willing to commit to working in partnership to develop the 
heritage area;
8. The proposal is consistent with continued economic activity in the area;
9. A conceptual boundary map is supported by the public; and
10. The management entity proposed to plan and implement the project is
described.
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ADDENDUM
UPDATE OF DAYTON NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 2003 ATTENDANCE
ESTIMATES
Since the writing of this report, the National Park Service has revised the 
attendance estimates for the Dayton Aviation Heritage National Historic Park 
(DAHNHP). The differences between the previous estimates and updated estimates are 
not considered large enough to generate significant concerns on the accuracy of the 
economic impact estimates provided in this report. From 1995 to 2003, the updated total 
attendance estimates average 3.5% higher than the original attendance estimates included 
in this report. For 2003, the updated estimates are 10.7% higher. However, they include 
September through December data that not was available for the original data series. In 
addition, a different methodology was employed to calculate the new estimates for 2003.
The new methodology attempts to singularly identify visitors attending multiple 
parks during one day, which is an effort to count unique daily park visitors. To estimate 
unique park visitors, percentages are applied to each park area’s attendance estimate. The 
new attendance estimates also separate the Huffman Prairie Flying Field and the Huffman 
Prairie Interpretive Center, where they have been previously reported together as they are 
in this report. Year-to-date attendance is calculated by summing the proportions of each 
park area’s estimated attendance. The following list gives the percentage of the park 
area’s attendance included in the year-to-date total.
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100% of the Wright Brothers Cycle Company’s estimated attendance 
75% of the Huffman Prairie Interpretive Center’s estimated attendance 
10% of the Huffman Prairie Flying Field’s estimated attendance 
80% of the Carillon Historic Park’s estimated attendance 
80% of the Paul Lawrence Dunbar House’s estimated attendance
The percentages applied to the individual park attendance figures are also
estimates. During summer 2004, the National Park Service will conduct a study to more
accurately estimate total unique park visitors through improving the accuracy of the
applied percentages. It is expected that the current percentages will change.
The economic impact estimates calculated in this report are based on attendance
estimates projected from 2002 data. The updated attendance estimates for 2002 are 1.5%
higher than the estimates used in this report. This may mean that the estimated economic
impacts could be low. However, the difference in attendance estimates is not considered
to be large enough to generate concerns over the validity of the estimates. Addendum
Table 1 details the updated attendance estimates as of April 2004. The updated data was
provided by Arthur Currence, Park Ranger with the National Park Service. 48
Addendum Table 1. DAHNHP Attendance Estimates, Updated April 2004
YEAR 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 20#1 2§§2 2§©3
MONTH
January 153 113 265 231 73 233 258 671 1,039
February 517 249 576 900 363 546 1,892 538 588
March 401 358 517 295 643 750 1,314 950 1,911
April 399 1,188 2,392 4,391 782 4,003 4,727 3,194 4,773
May m,m 5,900 5,092 9,902 4,996 4,996 11,208 7,707 11,354
June 7,078 5,348 4,219 3,992 4,999 4,626 6,893 3,324 10
July 7,444 9,920 6,619 5,710 6,022 5,819 6,476 6,416 38.883
August 5,527 7,396 6,765 6,271 5,312 3,866 7,276 6,313 10,463
September 4,895 3,729 4,347 4,101 5,794 3,738 2,196 5,174 7.326
October 3,128 3,717 2,848 1,514 3,223 4,704 5,178 4,890 8,062
November 289 533 582 360 570 431 613 670 2,803
December 91 919 484 641 605 257 458 399 3,295
YEAR TOTAL 40,408 39,362 38,308 38,308 32,882 36,038 48,489 40,246 100,615
Source: National Park Service
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Note that the Year Total row at the bottom of Addendum Table 1 is not a sum of 
the Year column. The aforementioned unique visitor percentages have been applied to the 
yearly sums to arrive at the final total. Addendum Figures 1, 2, 3, and 4 present the 
updated attendance estimates provided by the National Park Service.
Addendum Figure 1. Attendance at DAHNHP Areas, 1994 - 2003,
Updated
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Addendum Figure 2. Total Attendance at DAHNHP Areas, 1994 - 2003,
Updated
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Addendum Figure 3. Total Attendance at DAHNHP Areas, 2003, Updated
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Addendum Figure 4. Attendance at DAHNHP by Area, 1994 - 2003,
Updated
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Addendum Figures 1, 2, 3, and 4 illustrate the impact of the Centennial of Flight 
celebration activities in July 2003. Addendum Figure 1 gives park attendance by area.
The amount given on the y-axis is the total number of visitors and not the total number of 
unique visitors. Addendum Figure 2 shows the total number of unique visitors, 
eliminating from the estimate those who attend more than one park. A comparison of 
individual park attendance is provided in Addendum Figure3. Addendum Figure 4 
presents estimates for 2003 only, showing the spike in attendance in July 2003, and the 
return to historically expected levels for the remainder of the year. Addendum Figures 5 
and 6 compare the original and the updated estimates.
Addendum Figure 5. Comparison of Original and Updated Estimtaes,
1995 to 2003
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Addendum Figure 6. Comparison of Original and Updated Estimates,
2003
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The differences between the original and updated estimates are small, as seen in 
Addendum Figures 5 and 6. The largest discrepancy in estimates occurs with 2003 data, 
as the updated estimates are 10.7% higher than the original estimates. Since the original 
estimates did not include data after August 2003, a difference should be expected.
The economic impact estimates calculated in this report are based on 2002 
attendance estimates, which are considered more indicative of normal tourist activity 
when compared to the large influx of visitors due to a one-time event as demonstrated in 
2003. The updated estimates are 1.5% higher than the original estimates upon which the 
economic impact estimates were calculated. The economic impact estimates in this report 
are lower than if the updated estimates were used. However, the small difference in 
attendance estimates is not believed to significantly change the economic estimates. 
Given the nature and the range of estimates provided in this report, the results should 
continue to support meaningful conclusions.
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